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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES .OF THE SEVENTY-FIRST CONGRESS 

FIRST SESSION 

SENATE 
:Mo ... TDAY, May 13, 1920 

(Lcgislati1:e day of Tuc!ul.ay, May "1, 1929) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
tbe rec<.¥N. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Renate will receive a message 
from tbe Hou.·e of Representatives. 

MESSAGE FROM TllE DOUSE 

A nH'S!":l~e from the Houl'5e of Representatives, by Mr. llalti
gan, one of its clerk~, announced that the llouse had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the dic;;agrceing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. u!l) to extend the provisions of 
Puulic Resolution No. 92, Seventieth Congress, approved Feb
ruary 2u, 1929. 

E. "ROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 
The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed his 

fiignature to the enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 59) to 
rxteud the provi~ions of Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth 
Congresl', approved l!'el>ruary 2u, 1929, and it was signed by the 
Vice PnddL•nt. ' 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. FERS. Mr. Pr~ident, I sugge. t the abseuce of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The cle-rk will call the roll. 
The legi.Jative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 
Allen Fletcher King Sheppard 
AsllnrRt Frazil'r La l4'ollctte Shortridge 
BarklPy neorge McKe11ar Simmons 
Biughnm Olllctt McMaster Smoot 
Black Glass McNary Steck 
Blniuc Glenn Metcalf Stelwer 
BJe::J.se <:orr Moses Stephens 
Borah Hold!"horough Norb<'Ck Swan on 
Brookhart Goull} Norris Thomas, Idaho 
Brou .sard Ureene Nye Thomas, Okla. 
Burton Hale Oddie Townsend 
C'app<'r Harrill OvNmnn Trammell 
('nraway llnnhwn Pntterson Tydln~s 
Connally Jlastin&s l'hipps Vandenberg 
('opPland Haw~s Pine Wagner 
l'ouzen Hayd<'n Pittman Walcott 
('utliug lleh rt Ran. dell Walsh, MaRs. 
Vale Heflin Reed Walsh, Mont. 
D<·twen Howell Robinson, Ark. Warren 
l>ll) Johnson HoblnRon, Ind. Wat<'rman 
Edg-e K<'an ~ackr.tt ·watson 
l•'(•Hs Key<'s Schall Wheeler 

Mr. DILL. I desire to announce t.bnt my colleague, the senior 
f'nntor from Washington [Mr. Jo~ES] is absent by reason of 

i1lne~s. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that the senior Sena

to•· from South Carolina [Mr. SAnTn] is detained from the 
• 'en ate owiu~ to illness in his family. 

'l'be YIC.El PHESIDE~T. Eighty-eight Senators have an
flwor~d to their names. A quorum is present. 
"APl1RECIATJON OF THE COMMISSION OF INQUillY .AND CONCILIATION, 

BOLnnA .AND PARAGUAY 
The VICE PTIESIDE:J\TT laid before the Senate the following 

('ommunication, which was referred to tbe Committee on Foreign 
ltelation.· and ortlered to be printed in the REcoRD: 

COMMISSION OF INQUIRY AND CONCILIATION, 

BOLIVIA AND PARAGUAY, 

Wa,qhtngton, D. 0., May 13, 1929. 
Sm: Tl.J~ Comml. slon of Inquiry and Conciliation, Bolivia and Para

h•nny, ln Jts meeting of this date, unanimously adopted the resolution 
which I hereby have the honor of trunsmittlng to you, The resolution 
rcaus: 

LX.XI--74 

" In acknowleugment of the kind welcome which the Senate and 
IIou~e of Representatives of the United Stutes of America, their pre
siding officers and membership, were good enough to tender to the 
commission "during its visit to those legislative bodies, May 7, 1929; 

"The Commis~ion of Inquir·y and Conciliation, Bolivia and I'ara.guay, 
resolves: 

"To express its respectful and sincere appreciation to the Senate 
and tho IIon<>e of Representatives of the United States of America, 
whose interest in the p<'nce and good will of the American nations was 
again evidenced by the cordial welcome which thry tendered to the 
commission ; and 

"To aRk the chairman of the commission to transmit this resolution 
to the Vice President of the United States and to the Speaker, with 
the request that they be good enough to convey this cxprea. ion of tbunks 
to the members of the respective legislative bodies." 

I have the honor to be, sir, your obeuient servant, 
FRANK McCoY, 

Chairman of the Commisslo1~. 
The \ICE PRESIDENT, 

United, States Senate. 

FUNERAL OF THE LATE DEPRESENT.A.TIVE CASEY 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed us the committee on the 
part of the Senate to attend the funeral of the late Representa
tive JoHN J. CASEY, of Pennsylvania, the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. REEDl, the Senator from New Jersey [l\Ir. KEANJ, 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. TowNSEND], the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. llARYLEY], the Senator from Oklahoma [l\fr. 
1'HoM.A.sJ, and the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNAllY]. 

PETITIONS .AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PTIESIDENT laid before the Senate n resolution 
of tbe Ingleside Improvement Club, California, praying for a 
re<luction of GO per cent in the Federal tax on earned income~, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also laid before the Senate a memorial of sundry citizens 
of the State of New York remonstratinng against tbe adoption 
of a propo~ed calendar revision which might affect the conti
nuity of the weekly cycle, which was referred to the Committee 
on l!'oreign Relations. · 

He aLc:;o laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by True 
American Council, No. 136, Daughters of Liberty, at Caldwell, 
N. J., praying for tbe retention of the national-origins clause in 
the immigration law, which was referred to the Committee on 
Immigration. 

lie also laid before the Senate the following joint memorial 
of the Legislature of the Territory of Alaska, which was re
fet-red to the Committee on Claims: 

IIousc Joint Memorinl 8 

IN Tl'IE LEGISLATURE OF TTIE TERRITORY OF ALASKA, 

NINTII SE·SSION. 

To the Congress of the Unitcil States: 
Your memorialist, the Legislature of the Territory of Alaska, 

respectfully represents t.hat 
Whereas bills were incurr d by the eighth ses ion of the Legis

lature of tbe Territory of Ala kn, as follows: 

J. B. Burford & Co------------------------------------- $266. !?!l 
Morris Construction 0--------------------------------- 75. ~5 
Alaska Electric Light & l>ower CO------------------------ 6. GO 
John narr~------------------------------------------- 15.50 
l~'or mileaqe due meml.ll'rs because of n deficiency in the ap- · 

proprlatlon for tbts item for the Hl27 S('Ss1on nnu whidl 
Is stiJl unpaid, as tile Altornf'y GPneral rules that S. 4!!::i7 
docs not cover the authorization for mileage_____________ !:!80. 70 

which arc just and proper charges for services rendered and material 
supplied, and for which payment bas not been ma<le. 

11G7 
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Now, thert'fore, your memorialist respectfully urges that these 

bill~ be given your careful consideration and thut means be provided 
fot· tlwir payment. 

An<l your· memorialist wlll ever pray. 
l'assed l.ly the house of representatives, April 17, 1!'1~9. 

Attest: 

Passed by the senate, April 24, 192!>. 

Attest: 

Approved by the governor: 

R. c. llOTHENllURG, 

Spcalcer of the House. 

ROBERT C. ilURLEY, 

alerT' ot the Ho-use. 

WILL A. STEEL, 

President of the Senate. 

CASIT COLE, 

Sec·retary of the Senate. 

CEO. A. PARKS, 

Got,ernor·. 

l\rr. "\\ ATl'}R~IAN pr£>sentell a brif:'f of the tariff committee 
of the Cl<'ar Creek Conuty (Colo.) Metal Mining Ac;;socintion, 
si~mc<l by n. F. Nupheyo, jr., chairman of I<luho Springs, Colo., 
"·ith refereiH'e to the tariff on metal8, which wus referre<.l to 
the Committee on Finance. 

1\lr. DEXI<;ES presented a reRolntion a<101)te(1 hy tbe Si.·th 
Annual State ConYt:>ntion of the Illinoi~ HE>puhli<.:nn \Yomeu'H 
Glnbs, coumwmling the President of the United Stn tes for 
his recent l'l)('f'<:h relatiYe to law enforcement and pledging 
loyal support in the ohRenance and enforcement of law, which 
was refprred to tlw Committee on the .Juuiciarv. 

l\lr. GOLnSBOHO"GGH pl'esentl'd resolutions arloptcd hy 
Harford County (::\Itl.) Pomona Grnng<', fayoring the imposi
tion of a tariff duty of GO per cent on imported canneu 
oouwtoe~, which '\\ere referJ'<>cl to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented the following joint resolution of the LPgis
lature of the State of ~Iaryland, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the Library: 

Joint Resolution 3 

A joint resolution recommPmling to the Congn'RS of the United States 
that The Star-Rpnngled Bnnnf'r be cleclart>d to be the national anthem 
of the United States of America 
Whereas The Star-Spangled Bannt'r baR, by acclaim of the people of 

our country and by general consent of the civilized governments of the 
world, been recognized as the national anthem of the United States 
of America ; and 

Whereas under the lNHlership of the Society of the War of 1812 
in Maryland, supported by tbe patriotic societies of the country gener
ally, tile birthplnce of The Star-Spangled Banner, nn.mt'lY, Fort McHenry, 
was dedicated ns a national shrine on September 12, 1928: Therefore 
be it 

Rcsolrea 1Jy t1!e General Assembly of Mm·yland, That the Congr<'SS 
of tbe United States be ea.rnrstly rPquested to take appropriate action 
whNeby The Star-Spangled Banner may be d<'clared to be the national 
anthem of the United States of ,\merica; and be it further 

Rc.sol1•ed, '.rbat the secretary of the state of Maryland be, anrl he is 
hereh.v, reque~ted to transmit under the great seal of this State a 
copy of the aforegoing resolution to the l'r<>sideut of the United Stntes, 
the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives, and to each of the Representatives from Maryland in both Ilouses 
of Congress. 

Approvro March 8, 19~!l. 

I, David C. Winebt·enner, 3d, secr·etary of stnte, do hereby certify that 
the foregoing is a true an<l correct co~y of Joint Resolution 3 of the 
Acts of the Genet·al Assembly of Maryland of 192!>. 

As witness my hanu and official se<11 this 8th day of May, 1!>~9. 
[Rl.:AL.] DAVID C. \Vr:-;EBRE"!'INER, 3d, 

Secretary of State. 

:Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH also pt·esented the following joint 
resolution of the LegiHlnture of the State of Maryland, which 
WtUl referred to the C111nmittee on Patents: 

Joint Resolution 4 

A joint resolution memorializing- the Congress of the United States to 
amend the copyright law 

W'hereas un11er the pre.·ent copyright act a person who hns copy
righte-d a musical compo~itlon has not only the exclusive right to print, 
re 11 riut, pul>Iish, copy, and vend that comp0sition but the additional 
right to u~e that composition publicly for profit; and 

''\"hereas the copyright act provided thut the copyright proprietor 
muy recovet' a Hum in C•'rtnin cns<'s of as much as $100 from ihe 
offt'lHler for the infring-ement of I his t'XClusive right to usc the compo
!':itiou publicly for profit; and 

Whrreas profpcte1l by this act certain copyright proprietors, in addi
tion to the purcLase price, charge unreasonable and exorbitant prices 
for permission to u::;e the composition publicly for profit.; and 

Whereas the various copyright proprietorR have formPd an organiza
tion known as the American Society of Composers, AuthOl'fl, and Pub
lishers for the enforcement of the salU provisions of the copyright act 
and for the protection of their interests thereunder; and 

Whereas the American Society of Composet·s, Author;;, an<l rubllshers 
maintains a supergovP.romental enforcement agency with luvestigntors 
always ready to descend upon any offender and brlng him to task; and 

Whereas this additionnl fee for permission to use the composition 
publicly for profit, and the penalties for lnfrin~emeut of the same, are 
paid to the copyt•igbt proprietor, who ordinarily is not the author or 
composPr of the composition ; and 

Whereas these provisions of the copyright act arC' Inimicable to the 
best interests of a majority of the people and mak(' it impos ·ible to 
present this music to them n t reasonable prices: Now, tlH'refore, be it 

Resoll'crL by the General Assembly of Ma1·y1and, Tllat the Congrrss 
of the United States be memorialized to amend the copyright act of 
1!)0() to provide that a pf'rson who has copyrightPd a uramntico-muslcal 
or a choral or orchestral composition or other mmo~len.l composition, 
which composition is offered for sale to the public, shall not have the 
exclusive right to perform the copyrighted work publicly for profit, nor 
be entitlrd to receive any fee or price in ndclition to the purchase price 
for permission to nse the compoRition ln a 11Ublic pet·formance for 
profit, nor be entitled to any prnalty if the comt1o:o:ition ifl so nsNl with
out the PN'mission of the copyrl~ht proprl1•tor: a11d hr It further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the State of 1\Inr.vlnud lJe, and he is 
herPby, requested to tran~mit, under the grNLt sral of this Htate, a copy 
of the nfort>going rC'solntlon to the !'resident of the Sl'n:tte, the Spenl{el' 
of the IIo•1se of Ueprl'srntatives. and to eacll or the ne11resentatives 
from ~Iaryl::tnd in both Houses of Congress. 

Approved, March 8, l!l::!O. 
I, Dn.>id C. \Yinebrt'nncr, 3d, secretary of statl', do hert•l.>y certify 

that the foregoing is a true and corrPrt copy of .Joint P.e:-;olution 4 
of the Acts of tile Genern.l A~~embly of ::\Taryland of 1!12!), 

As witness my hand and official seal thi:< 8th 1lay of May, lfl29. 
[SEAL.] DA>ID C. WrXEBRTO\i'ii•:a. :Jd, 

Secrclnry Gf State 

l\Ir .. GOLDSBOTIOUOII also pre-sentNl th<> following joint 
resolution of the Legi~o;latnre of the- Stat(> of l\lnryl:mtl, whieh 
was referred to the Committee on Public Building~ and Grounds: 

Joint Resolution u 
A joint resolution mrmorializing the Con,gi'P.'R of tbf' llnitrd StniC's to 

select a site for the summer home or the Prr;;i<leut in the State of 
Mnrylund 

Whereas Pre !dent Coolidg£' has su~ge..;!nd that pt·ovh,;ion be made 
for a summer home for the President of the United States near Wash
ington; and 

Whereas there ore many suitable sites in 1\Inrylund near the Nationn.l 
Capital which would be de:;imble for a RUmrner home for the Presi
dent; and 

Whereas, since thP Nation's Capital was formerly n. part of the Stnte of 
~Jaryland, it seems appropriate that the summrr llome of the Presldrmt 
should be located in :.\farylaud: Therefore be it 

Resolvea by the General As11rmbly of Marylnr~rt, That the Congress of 
the United States be, un<l it i ber<'bY, rel]uf'f ... tPd to ~;Plect a site for the 
summer home of the P1·esident of the Unitf.'d States somewhere in the 
State of Maryland; and be it further 

Rc8ol1·cd, That the srcretnry of the State or Marylnnd be. and be is 
hereby, requested to transmit, under the great Hral of tllil'! State, a copy 
or the a foregoing resolution to the President o( the United State::J, the 
Pre!'li<lent of the Senate, the Spf'aker of the Iloul'le oC Represl'ntatives, 
and to each of the Representatives from Maryland in both Ilouses of 
Congress. 

Approved, :March 8, 1020. 
I, David C. WinC'breuner, 3d, secretary of state, do hereby certify 

that the fort'going is a true and con·ect copy of Joint llPsolution 5 of 
the Acts of the General Assembly of Maryland of 1!'1~9. 

As witnPss my hnn<l aud official sf'al this 8th dny or :.\fay, 19~9. 
[SEAL.] DAVID C. WtN~:mmi\'NEtt, 3d, 

Secretary of State. 

REPORTS OF 'IIIE UILITARY AFFAIHS COMMITTEE 

Mr. RFIF.D. from the Committee on l\lilitnry Affairs, to which 
was referrE>d tlle bill (H. 4) to regnlate promotion in the Army, 
and for other purpose~, reported it with ~mH:'Illlments anu sub
mitteu a revort (No. 11) thereon. 

He nlso, from the same eommittee, to which wn!'< referr<'<l the 
hill (II. H.. 22) 1o provide for the Rtnuy, inY<'Hti~ation, nnd sur
vey, for ccHnuwmorative purr>ol:'e~, of Lnt.t1e fil'lds in tlle vicinity 
of Richmond, Va., r0portetl it without nmc•u<lmcut. 
RALE OF MORTGAGE BOI\DS DY DISTRICT OF COLUhfDI \ CO:\IP.\NIES 

Mr. Nonnrs. Mr. Pr0sident. I n~k unauimom; r·onsent to 
HUbmH a rPport from the Judiciary Committc•c. The C'Om
mittN~ hns ha<l under con!"itleration the re:-4olntion ( S. H.c>~. G8) 
presented by the Senator from Iowa rMr. TIROOKITART] Oil Fri
<.lay last anl.l has directed me to report it uu<:k to the Scuate 
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~wHh t11e recommendation that the Committee on the Judiciary 
be di~-;clmrged from the further consideration of the resolution 
and that it lle referred to the Committee on the District of 
ColumLia. In accordance therewith, I report back the reso
lution with that recommenuution, together with the accompany
ing papers, and ask that the same be I'eferre<l to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

The VICE PRESIDE ... 'T. Without objection, it is -so ordered. 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first 
time, ancl, by wmnimous e<>D ent, the second time, and referred 
as follow': 

-BY 1'\Ir. COPELAl\'D: 
A bill ( S. 1071) for the relief of heirs of Jacob D. Hanson; 

to the Committee on Claims. 
-lly ·Mr. NYE : 
A llill ( S. 1072) for the relief of Gabriel Roth; to th~ Com-

mittee on Claim '. . 
- A bill ( S. 1073) granting the consent of Congress to the States 

of North Dakota. and Minnesota, the county of Richland, 
N. Dak., the county of Wilkin, Minn., or to any one or more of 
them, to construct, -maintain, and operate a bridge across the 
BoL de Siou" ; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GREENE: 
A bill ( S. 1074) granting an increase of pension to Persis 0. 

llodgkins; to the Committee on Pensions. 
lly -1ilr. -SHORTRIDGE: 
A bill (S. 1075) for -the payment of certain citizens of <lam

ages because of los of their property in the general mess build
ing of the Pacific Branch of the National Home for Di abled Vol
untt-er ~ ol<liers, when said building was destroyed by fire on 
March 24, 1027; to the Committee on Claims. 

A Lill (S. 1076) for the relief of ·Ira L. Duncan; 
A llill ( S. 1077) for the relief of John ,V, Fisher; 
A ·Lm ( S. 1078) for the relief of Eddie Gordon; 
A bill ( S. J 079) for the rellef of Harry El. llale; 
A bill ( S. 1080) for the relief of Fred Helm; 
A bill ( s.· 10 1) for the -relief of Edward Hewitt; 
A bill ( S. 1082) to correct the military record of Herbert 

Horrell· 
A bill'-( S. 1083) for the relief of Charlie Hoover; an<l 

. A bill ( S. 1084) for the relief of Charles Amiss; to the Com-
ntittee on Military Affairs. · 

By !Ir. REJo~D : 
A. bill ( S. 10'-'5) to amend section 5 of the act entitled "An 

net to e ·tablish a . national mtlitary park at the battle field o.C 
Fort DoneL·on, Tenn.," approved March 26, 1928 ; 

A bill ( S. 10 6) to authorize the sale of surplus War Depart
ment real JWOperty at Jeffersonville, Ind.; 

A llill ( ~- 1087) to provide further for the national security 
and defense ; 

A bill ( S. 108 ) to amend section 5 of the act entitled· "An 
act to e._ tallli-;h ·a national ·military park at the battle field of 
Stone River, Tenn.," approved March 3, 1927; and · 

A bill ( S. 10 '0) to authorize aides to the Chief of Staff of the 
Army; . to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. METCALF : 
A bill (S. 1000) granting a pension to llan·iet J. B. Ford 

-(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pension . 
By 1\Ir. GOLDSBOROUGH: 
A bill ( S. 10.()1) to provide for the examination and survey 

of the, channel of the Upper -Thoroughfare lying between the 
steamboat wharf . on Deals Island and . Maynes Point in the 
'!'angier district; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By 1\Ir. CUTTI1 YG : 
A bill ( . 1002) to create a commission on elections, to de

fine its duties, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TRA~fMELL: 
A bill ( S. 10U3) providing for a fun<l for reimbursement to 

~rowers suffering loss of crops from the Mediterranean- fruit 
fly; to tile Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Hy Ml'. W A':rSON: . 
A bill ( S. 1004) granting an increa~ of. pension to Frank D. 

Yandes (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By ~r. GOFF: 
A bill (S. 100u) granting an increase of pension to Margery 

Guy; . 
A bill (S. 1006) granting an increa e of pension to llariet_ 

Yo.·t; 
A bill ( S. 1097) granting an increase of pension to May Gra

ham; aucl 
A bill (S. 1098) granting an inc~ ase of pension to 1\Iary E. 

Ilarris ; to the Committee on Pensionl:l. 

A bill ( S: 1000) to prohibit the sending and receipt of stolen 
property through interstate and foreign ·commerce, and traffick
ing in the same; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
- By Mr. GILLETT: 

A bill (S. 1100) for the relief of Elizabeth B. Dayton; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Nfr. ~lOSES: 
A bill (S. 1101) to authorize the Postmaster Gene-ral to in· 

vestigate the conditions of the lease of the post-office garage-, 
in Boston, 1i1ass., and to rendju t the terms thereof; to the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

lly Mr. CUTTING : 
A joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 38) propo ing an amendment 

to the Constitution of the United States relating to eligibility of 
Members of Congress ; and 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 39) proposing an ame-ndment to 
the Constitution of the United States relative to the nomination 
or election of Members of Congress, President, and Vice Presi
dent of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By 1\'Ir. MOSES: 
A joint regolution ( S. J. Res.· 40) authorizing and requesting 

the President to extend invitations to foreign governments to 
be revresented by dele-gates at the International Congress for 
the Blind to be held in the city of New York in 1031; to the 
Committe-e on Forci~n Relations. · 

Mr. BROOKFIART obtaineu tho floor. 

A.ME:\'DMENT TO TARIFF REVISION IJILL 

Mr. 111LETCHER submitted an amendment inte-nde-<1 to be 
proJ1<)sed by him to House bill 2667, the tariff revi~ion bill, 
which wns referred to the- Committee on Finance and ordered 
to be printed. 

SUPPRESSION OF UNFAIR MJ.RKETING PRACTICES 

Mr. FLI<JTCI-IEit also submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed. by him to the bill ( S. 108) to suppre.'s unfair and 
fraudulc>nt practices in the marketing of peri. huble agricultural 
commodities in interstate anu foreign commerce, which was 
or1lercd to lie on tile taLle and to be printed. 

RELIEF OF FORMER LIEUT. COL. TIMO'l'HY J. POWERS 

Mr. SHEPPAUD submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed l.ly him to the bill ( S. 325) for the relief of former 
Lieut. Col. Timothy J. Powers, -which wal:i referred to the Com
mittee on Claims and ordereu to be printed. 

AJ\fENDM:E..~TS TO FARM RELIEF BILL 

Mr. CARAWAY and l\1r. 1\""YE each l-;Ubmitted an amendment 
and Mr. HEFLIN f'lUbmitted two amendments intended to be 
proposed by tilem, reflpediYely, to Senate bill 1, the fnrm relief 
bill, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

INVESTIGATION RELATIVE -TO CERTAIN FEDER.~L PATRONAGE 

1\fr. BROOKHART submitted the following resolution ( S. Res. 
ri9), 'which was referre<l to the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contiugent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolt,cd, That the amount authorized to be expended by the sub
committee of the Committee on l'ost Offices and rost Roads investigating 
the circumstances suuounding the choice of postmasters in presidential 
offices and carriers, under authority of Senate Resolution 193, agreed to 
May 10, 1928, Seventieth Congress, and continued during the pre:::ent 
Congress by resolution of Pebruary 2G, 1!)20, hereby is increased from 
$8,000 to $14,000, to . be paid from the contingent funu of the Senate 
upon r-ouchers approved by the chairman of said subcommittee. 

"A NEW APPUCATION OF AN OLD JEFFERSONIAN PRINCIPLE., 

:Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I a~k unanimous consent 
that a very interesting aduress by Congr{'ssman LEwis W. 
DouGLAS at tlle Jefferson Day banquet in New York City on 
April 20th last, may be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The aduress is as follows : 
My pre.ence in the company of such able and distinguished Senators 

and in the company of such prominent figures- as a former Secretary 
of the .. Navy, under that great Democrat, Woodrow Wilson, is an net 
of impropriety which will shortly and in due cour e become self-evident. 

Yet, curiously enough, impropriety and propriety are strangely mixed. 
On the one hundred and eighty-sixth anniversary of the birth of n. 
great Republican (bow queerly words have become confused in the span 
of a century) and a greater American it is not improper that a western 
man -should publicly pny tribute to his benefactor. It is not improper, 
because the vision which projected itself a century into the future and 
pictured a great empire spanning the continent from sea to sea, the wis
dom which dictated Virginia's cession of the Northwest Territory to 
an (!nfeeblcd. confederacy, the statesmanship which drafted the prin
ciples of goverument which were later to be substantiully applied to 
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the frontier and tl1e public domain, and 1be diplomacy which effected 
the acquisition of the Lnuisiana territory :md which pushrd the front 
line of American pioneNs almost to the shores of the Pacific were 
at trilm tes and ch:.l.l'acteristics of the man in whose honored and cher
h<hf'>d memory we rul'et to-night. Thomas Jefferson laid the foundation 
stone of the W<'st. His spirit lives to glory in its great structure. 

Were he here this evening he would marvel at the changes which the 
mnchir.e ag<> bus product'd in what was once a rm·al tilOCiety. lle would 
look with awe as we do on the complexities and intricacies of a mecha
nlz<'d state. To-day as be traveled (as he would have) from 1\Ionticcllo 
1o the Hudson and saw before him the sky line and the activities of 
this great city, a vibratln~. living symbol of modl'rnity, he would have 
murmured to !Jimsc>lf, as be once in another day and in almost identical 
language remarked to a Prime Minister of France, "Nothing can 
rpplace it; what will sneered it?" And yet be would still cling to the 
truth of his political Jlhilosophy while be would shiver at its neglect 
and nullification. 

The American mind is one of extrem('S. Wbcn('Ver a disease exists 
in the body politic Amrricnns rt?solve to destroy the body. Frequently 
the remedy is more fatal than the disrase. 

Conditions have so cbunged that in many instances States in the 
exprcise of power.;; inherent in them are incapable of or are supine in 
their adequate administration. 

And the public mind, aroused partially by the persons seeking votes 
and partially by media of propaganda, ha,·e precipitately concluded 
that the States must be destroyed by mrans of creating great omnipo
tent and omniscient Federal officials and commh;sions which control 
the destinies of our lives. 'l'he things that have been done may not 
be undone, but the things that have been done need not be done again. 

Let it be conced('d that there are matters over which a State is 
impotent. Does that concession, however, lead inevitably to the con
clusion that a Federal agency is the sole potentate! Without referrin"' 
to the dog-eared books on our shelves, and the dogmatic formulas to 
be found in them, without quoting the wordA of lawyers and courts, 
pygmies and giants, can there not be made an analysis of modl'rnity 
in the light of reason and changed conditions, and can not a relatively 
olk>cure and unused provi::;lon of our Constitution be adapted to present 
nredsr Can not that paragraph of the basic law which permits of 
agreements among the States, subject of course to the approval of the 
Congress, be so employed as to protect both the vitality of State 
governments, adequate <·ontrol of activities over which one Rtate alone 
may be powerl<' ·s and yet still to ave u from a but·eaucrntic govern
ment-the greatest danger to our health and vigor as a Republic? 
New York and rTe\v Jersey have taken a•h·antage of their rights and 
have created the Port of New York Authority. IIow murb happier 
are they under that authority than they would be undPr an autocratic 
Federal agency? Is it not po sible that the !;::lme r1gbt which they 
exercised in one r<' pect may not be exercised in many other and per
haps larger fields of activity and of conh·ol! 

'l'ransportation of commodities between States bas in the past been 
confined to tangible things. Dut during the course of the la t quarter 
of a century there bas been developed, with surprising rnpidity, an 
industry which generates, transmits, and distributes an unknown 
my ·tcrious energy whicb, despite the mystery in which it is enshrouded, 
i. pla,ying a part-a very important part-in shifting the focus of 
industri0s and of population, and in promoting tbe peace and comfort 
of the people of our ... Tation. In many instances it is engag-ed in inter 
ratll<'r than intra state commerce and is, therefore, beyond the juris
diction of any one State. But wherever and however its business ex
tends beyond the borders of one State and across those of another, 
the focus of its activities is limited by rconomic and natural factors 
to restricted geographical areas. DPcau~e of these same factors it 
never will become national in FlCope. Is it not wi. er that the con
trol of the rate structure of that indu try be ve~tcd tbrongh agree
ments in the States affected? Is it not sounder statesmanship, is it 
not more consistent with tbP liberty and freedom of a Jpfl'erson, that 
the Rtates by conrpact retain jurisdiction over that industry which 
mny transform the complexion of commonwealtbi'!, or which may even 
d~stroy one for thP benefit o! another? Or is it preferable that 
an urbitrary central bureau recognizing no rc. ponsibility to regional 
area , ignorant or unwilling to learn of their needs, shall by auto
cmtic order, E'stablisb rul<'S and rrgulations for an activity wbicb 
should propl'rly be subject to the joint jurisdiction of the States? 
May not, in tllis instunc,.., the compact dause be employed as a pro
tection for the public, a safeguard for the States, and a barrier to 
tyranny? Tbe time will come again as it bas come in the past, w'hen 
frenzied, unreasoned relinqni:<hment of rights inherent in the States 
will give ri::;e to n popular cry against those who auvocated and 
efTpcted the rPlinquishm<'nt. 

The case cited i.· but one example of the possible application or the 
compact clause of tbe Constitution to the needs of a new order. There 
are many other.'. 

Limited only by the exclusive powers delegated to the three 
brnnche of tile Federal Government, the compuct clause of the 
Con. titution may be employed as a method by and through which the 
Stutes may be maintained as Jefferson contemplated them, and by and 

through whlch in the publlc interest adequate control may be effected 
and yet by and through which the development of a Federal bureaucracy 
may be effectively cb(>cked. 

It i's possible that some great flaring person~lity, imbued with the en
thusiasm and charm of a public leader, may yet lead the American 
mind out of the morns!'! of bureaucracy in -.Thlch it bas unfortunately 
been mired. With freedom as the passion of his life be may tal;:e his 
place in history, elbow to elbow with the author of the Declaration 
of Independrnce. No hi~ber distinction can be given to any m~n. 

OBSERVA~CE OF THE SE~ATE RU1.ES 

The VICI<J PRESIDI~NT. The Chair desires to announce that 
het'Nlfter, after a Senator has begun to addl'eS!':l the Senate, he 
hope Senators will observe the second clause of Unle VII and 
not interru1)t the Senator for the purpose of introducin .... bills 
or similar routine matters. Until the Senator entitlE'd to the 
floor begins to speak the Chair feels that he should ask him to 
yield for such a purpo~e. 'l'he unfinished business will be pro· 
ceecled with, and the Senator from Iowa [.L\Ir. llROOKHAnT] is 
entitled to the floor. 

FARM RELIEF 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Wlwle, reRumed the con
sideration of the hill (S. 1) to establish a Federal farm board 
to aid in the orderly markPting, and in the control and disposi
tion of the surplu:-;, of agri<:ultural commodities in interstate 
and foreign commerce. 

1\Ir. BROOKHArt 'I'. ~1r. President, it is a regret table fact 
that politics of one kind and another has gotten into the ques
tion of farm relief. It is e ·peeially reb'Tettable that it is Wall 
Street politics against the rest of the country. It i. :-;till nwre 
regrettable that the dlstinguishe<l Republi an whip [:Mr. J.i'J.<:ss] 
has joined in this political campaign. We certainly gave him 
every oppor·tunity to an:::;wer everything on the Hoor of the 
Senate and next he turus up in the new:-5paper '. If he is cor
rectly quote<l in the clippings which I have, he bas described 
some of us as "pseudo-Republicans," and I have the honor or 
bein.., the third in the li t. 

I am a Missourian by birth, and not having had very much 
sdwol training I got down my copy of the International Dic
tionary to find out wltat thi:-; "p~eudo" busines8 means. I get 
the dictionary down regularly once a year an~·how, o it was 
not a very great inconvenience to do it on this occa ion. I find 
that "pseu<lo " i' a Greek word that means " lying, fal e, to 
belie"; that ns a prefix in Bnglish signif~·ing "fal e, counter
feit, pretended, Rpurious." When I found that the dh;tinguished 

enator an<l hrilliant s<:holar from Ohio bad m;ed those terms 
in reference to me it ruflletl my feathers a good deal at first 
but I always ru1Ile them down again before I gpt into a fight; 
so I lookeu back a second time in the dictionary anfl found that 
the wor<l bas a second meaning, to wit, " Iu Lobachevskian 
geometry an analogue of the corresponding term in Euclidean 
geometry, as pseudo-form." Of cour e, I do not have the 
slighte:::;t idea what all of that means. [Laughtel'.] But prob
ably that is what the "'enator from Ohio intended to apply to 
me in this matter, and therefore I want to say to the Senator 
tl.mt I do ~ot feel mad about him at all. I am just sorry for 
bun ; that 1.. all. 

nut, 1\lr. Pre.'itlent, there are some p:;;<>udo things that have 
gotten into the matter of farm legiHlation. 'l'hi:5 Sl'S ·ion of 
CongreHs was called to con~:;i~er the farm problem on its meritR, 
not as. a .falHe or ~ount<>rfeit ot· pretended or spurious iH!-lue. 
I am mcltned to thwk the pseudo bu.·iness iH in the farm bill 
rather tl~an in the fiPpuhlicani~m which the Renator from 
Ohio ha!':i critidz<'d. In fact I am !'eally to a~sert that the bill 
does not in any wa! carry out the UPpuhlican platform or 
carry ~mt the camnmgn plt>dges which vvere mu<le. ·when the 
campmg~ was on the Senator from Ohio and all the other stand
patters liked to consult me a great deal. 

.:\fr . .JOHXSO~ entered the Chamber. · 
Mr. ]j'JiJSS. 1\Ir. PrPHiclPnt--
'l'he VICJ.iJ PRli]SJDl~JNT. Do s the Senator from Iowa yielU 

to the R<'nator from Ohio? 
l\11·. BROOKHART. I yield. 
1\lr. J.i'ESS. 1\Ir. PrNddent, I did not int0rrupt the Sc~nntor 

until my friend the Beno.tor from Califnmia rMr .. JOHd~ON J 
cume in. On 1\Iay 8, while the brilliant address hy the SPnntor 
~rom Cnlifornia was being delivered, I htllJlk'lH~d to IJe pre,· i(ling
m the Chamber, and I was very murh illliJI'('.·secl. with this 
sent0nce, whi<:h i:5 found in the Co::"iCRESSIO. AL lh:cor:o on vuge 
D~D. May 8, 192!> : 

I tak<' it, in the brorulcr aspect, that if thPre ls ever :m obllgn lion 
upon those who prl'tend to serve a great· people, tbnt obligation rl':;h:! 
upon both sides of this Chamber·, upon RC'puiJlicnns, utJon ItHo'udo·ll<'
publi<'ans, upon Democrats, and llepu!Jlican-Dcmocrats, iu tltis I..Jody and 
elsewhere. · 
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That was the ongm of the term that was used by me the 

day I wrote ilie letter to which the Senator bas referred. 
Mr. BROOKHART. Do<..>s the Senator from Ohio mean by 

that that he himHelf did not understand what the word 11 pseudo" 
meant, and he thought it was a good word coming from the 
Se11ator from California? [Laughter.] 

Mr. FER . I think, 1\fr. President, that I ought to answer 
that quc:-<tion. 

.Ir. JOIINSO. T. Ur. President--
The PHBSIDENT pro tempore. Docs the Senator from 

Iowa yield to the • 'enator from California? 
Mr. llllOOKHAHT. I will first let the Senator from Ohio 

nn.·wee the qm·stion, and then I will yield to tbe Senator from 
California. 

Ur. FESS. I mu. t confeRs that I did not have the dictionary 
d(•Hnition h('fore me when I quoted the word used by my friend 
fr<1lll California. 

1\Ir. BUOOKIIART. I now yield to the Senator from Cali
forzlia. 

Mr. JOHNRON. Mr. President, may I congratulate the Sena
tor from Ohio [Mr. FEss] upvn the adoption of the language 
of the ~euator from California? I think that he is progressing. 
If he would. adopt the lancrunge of the Senator from California 
in the adttrcs.· that was made on the particular occasion in 
reference to the pendirg bill, be would progr~s still further; 
ami iu time. I think, he would reach the position tilat some 
of u' baYe reached who under any and all drcurnRtances we 
want to L·ee real farm relief accortle<l. Then probably there 
will be uu difference between the Senator from Ohio and the 
Stnator from Iowa [.Mr. BROOKHART] in regnrd to a farm re
lief meaRure. 

Tile u~e of the word which I employed was p<'rfectly appro
priate in nn addre s SU('b as I made, and other terms u~e<l in 
that address were equally UJ)propriate. I tru t that in adopt
in~ one sentence of that address the Senator from Ohio will 
adopt all. At any rate, I take it a!'l a •ery high compliment, 
indeed, that I should have so impreHs('{l the Senator from Ohio 
that immediately be wrote a letter in wbicil be utilized one 
particular word or one particular expre&;ion that I employed 
in my ad<lre:-:~. 

Mr. HHOOYIL\.RT. Mr. President, that is the first ray of 
light that ba been .. Iled on this matter by the Senator from 
Ohio [~Ir. FES ] . There is great h011e of the future, I tllink. 
1VHb a start like that something may result. 1Ye all under
stood the keen snrcfi8m of the Benator from California [Mr. 
Jon · o~l. and we all knew J)l'rfectly well what he meant 
When be used the term "p~eudo." 

Now, Mr. President, let u Ree about the pl'leudo features 
of the pendii1~ farm bill. I Hhall Ilave to read again the H.e
puhlkan platform, whlcil promi.·es: 

The Republican Party p!E•dg-es itl<elf to the development and enact
IDI!llt of mcn,•urcs which will place the agricultural interests of 
Amcrka on a bnllis of economic equality with otbcr industries to insure 
it pro~perlty nnd succe,;s. 

'l'hnt is the concluding paragraph of that plan}{ of the Re
JlUblicun platforrn; it i:-:t the summary of all the pledge which 
were made in that plank. 1Vhat bas the Republican Party 
done to carry out that pledge? Wllen we came to consider 
this the ·~reate. t i~ue of the pr .sent Lime, where were the 
Republican standpat leaders during the working out and formu
latiou of thi · bill'! Where was the distinguishE>d chairman of 
the Military Affairs Committee [Mr. HEED]? The only expres
sion which I have ever gotten out of him was that it was a 
«farm bunk bill " ; and I think he told about the truth in 
rcg-anl to that. Where was tile dh;tinl:,'llished chairman of tile 
Committee on :E'inunce [Mr. SMOOT] when it came to solving 
this the great( st economic problem of our time? He was 
quietly and safely tucked away somewhere waiting for a tariff 
bill tu come along ; be was not helping to formulate legisla
tion to solve tile farm problem. Where was the distinguisiled 
cbairwan of the Committee ou Appropriation [Mr. 'V ARREN]? 
llio; attitude was the same. 

I ha\e not heard a word of help or suggestion of solution 
from tbo~e Senaton;, except in 11rivate conversation with the 
Henntor from Utah, and UJat conversation was very satisfactory 
iudeed. 

The ouly one of the dL'>linguislletl "standpatters" who really 
took the floor to fight for the provisions of this bill was tlle 

nator from Ohio. Of course, I linow the di.o;;tinguishcd ll.epub
iicun lt'ader, the • enator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON], took the 
floor for n cOUille of hours; but be spent most of his time trying 
to demon~trnte that be bad be~ more inconRistent than had tlle 
Demo ·ratic. leader; and after listening to his able and eloquent 
uvpenl I concluded be was almost succ sful. [Laughter.] 

Now let us see about this bill. The Senator from Ohio when 
he bad the floor was asked to show bow the bill would give to 
the wheat growers the pro.:perity enjoyed by the industrie~, aud 
a pitiful mess he made of that. There was no price, sueh as llie 
industries are able to fix for their produC'ts, even sugge. ·ted by 
the Senator in connection with agricultural production. Every 
industry figures its cost of production, and on au average the 
industrie.· get that coRt and a good deul more. I ha-re taken 
into con.:ideratiou in measuring the return to indu~trie · the fact 
that, though many suc<:eed, others fail. I am perfel·tly aware 
that 42 i1er cent of all the corporations in the United States are 
operating at a lo:s, out while that is true tlle other 58 per cent 
are operating at an enormous and nn exce ·sive profit. The 
farmers of the United States are at least entitled to tim average 
retum of the successful and the unRuccE.>s~ful il1(1U ·tries; and 
small business in the United States is entitled to a better con
siderution than is being given it. However, what does tbi~ l>ill 
do? rothiug. 

I want now, Mr. Pr<>sident, to call your attention to the fact
and I have a COl)Y of the law before me--that the intermediate 
credit bank law doc~ everything that this bill J)I'Opu~es to do 
except in a few minor respect:-,;. 'l'he intermediate credit bauk 
law m·ovides for lonns to all farm cooperative:4. I do not think 
there is an in1-:titution ~:~et up in the })ending bill that could not 
get a loan under the law, 80 far a. exi1'ting law is conc~rned, 
from the interml'<.liate credit bank. l!''urtbermore. the interme
diate credit bank haR 'lGO.OOO.OOO more money autbori:led for 
l~ming 1mrposes than the pending bill authorizes to lJe loaned 
to cooperative.·. Think or a "I)."Uedo" extra l'ession of the 
Congress of the United States for the purrlose of providing for 
"llore loaus to cooperatives, when the f'Y· tern wbich we vroyicled 
in 1923 is wholly ineffective! There is where the "pseudo" 
busine s l>ccomes apparent in this situntion, and the farmers of 
the United State. will know it. 

1\Ir. NORBECK. Mr. Pre. ident--
The PHESIDI~~T pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa 

yield to the Renator from South Dakota? 
Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. 
Mr. NORBECK. I want to remind the Senator.' pre:-<ent that 

when the intermediate credit bank plan was pending as a remedy 
for the farm situation all tho. e hopes were held out then which 
are being held out now, and some of the Senator' who plead so 
eloquently for the intermediate credit bank bill as a mea~ure to 
m<..>Ct the needs of borrowing for cooperative marketing are the 
same Senators who tell us now that the pending bill contains n 
similar proYision. 

1\fr. BROOKHAUT. The Senator is ah. olutcly right. I 
remember participating in that debate and I was enlletl a Bol
~bevik and an anar('Ilist, pracUcally, on the floor of the Renate 
for suggesting an amendment to that bill. Talk about 
"J1Seudol'l," and then think of calling the Congress of the United 
States into extra session to do over again in a little modified 
form what we already did away batk in 1923, and what bns 
failed during all thE>~e years, and bas put the farmers of the 
United States in worse condition yenr after year. That is where 
the "p~eudo" in this situation comes in. That is the frauu and 
the counterf0it and the spnriousnesFl of this thing. I rlo not pro
pose, after fi~hting for eight years for something genuine, to let 
a "~eu<lo" scheme go by without being fully exposed. 

Take the wheat situation. What have the lonns under the 
intermediate C'redit bank ystern done for wheat prices since 
192..~? The only thing that has been done for them since 192:3 
has been clone by the Canadian whent pool. That ha, helped the 
wheat price, and even with the prf'Sent surplus the price woultl 
be still lower out for that pool in Canada in which we hnd no 
part whatever. . 

The Senator from Ohio did me a very great injustice about 
this extra s~sion. IIe said the SPnator from Idaho [1\fr. BO&.\II] 
was wholly to blame for it. I do not think that i:-: true. I 
would not hesitate to give the Senator from Idaho full C"redit 
for the calling of this ocession in the good faith in wllkh he 
wanted it, but I Hpoke to the President when he ·wa a candi
date as far l>a<"k as about the 12th of July of last year in regard 
to calling an extra s<~ssion. I bad been down in Geor~ia inYe~
tigating some "standpat" maneuvers in the po:t offices there. 
and I came back to \Va:--hincrton, arriving on about t11e 12th of 
July. It was either ou that day or the next day that I snw the 
candidate for President, and I think on that occaRion the fir:-~t 
suggestion wns made of an extra se:::sion being called. Nobody 
has ever told me to the contrary. I have not specifically asked 
ilie Senator from Idoho about it, but I then sug-gested that an 
extra ses~ion was need<"d in order to enact legi,.lation to tnke 
care of the 192!> crop. l\lr. Hoover, as a candidate, l'eadily 
assented to that. Doctor Work was pre:ent, and he sugge~ted, 
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in order not to rnffie up the feathers of Pre!':ident Coolidge, 
that there ought to be a condition to the effect that the C"xtra 
s~sion would be called if nothing were done for farm relief at 
the short se::;!':ion. I wus not in the "ruffling of feathers" busi
ness. I wanted an extra !:;es.ion in order to settle the farm 
problem. I (lid not give that incident any puulicity, nor did it 
receiYe publicity otll('rwise. Lnter othert~ who con~ulted with 
:Mr. Hom·cr ditl give puuli<:ity to the idea. I think it was the 
GoYernor of Nebruska who :first ga.Ye it publicity; that was 
toward the end of the campaign, a month or two after I had 
talked. about it. 'l'hen the ::;enator from Idaho secured the open 
plecl!o{e for the extra se~::;ion. 

Di<l \ve want a fal:-:e, ~purious, "p!':eudo" se!':!':ion here to fool 
the farmer ahout giYing them equality with the indu~tries? 
I!' tlwt what we were for? That is not the way I figured it 
out. I thiuk the Senator from Ohio ought to have known I 
wus no "psPudo-Hepuhlican," becau e I have put in the Con
gre, ~ional Directory that I mu a "Prog1 es ive Republican." 
[Laughter.] It is written in there; and I do not want any 
" P"'Pndo" session of Congre~s to pass on this farm bill, either. 

The election pnssed, an<l since that time hardly a "stan<l
patter ., in the whole erowd has talked to me about the solution 
of the farm problem. The ·ubject bas bm·ely been mentioned., 
anfl I hu<l to bring it up then. Wa that the case during the 
<·ampai~n '? No. 1-'he-y printed over a million copies of my 
SI1eeclles, whi<:h were s<?nt to all the farming States. I think 
about a million and a llalf copies were thu · circulated. That 
speech i'et out the reeord of ller~rt Hoover toward the farmers 
<.luring and aftPr the war. It ·h.owed bow, through the Food 
Admini8tration and th~ Wh<?at Corporation, certain agrieultural 
pri<:Ps had been :fixed. and bow those organizations had hanuled 
$10.000.000,000 worth and over of farm surplus. There was 
not anY b0wling then that "we will not :fix prices." I set forth 
the record of Hooyer. I did not claim that he had personally 
fixed tl1e price of wheat or of pork; I knew who fixed it; but 
he was personally the heu<l of thP organization that :fixed those 
pricE'!-;. l'residf'nt Wil ·on appointoo the men to do it; they did 
it in an intelligent and an effective way, an<l the action bad the 
approval of ~Jr. Hoover. I put all of that in that ~peech, and it 
was printed, and it was sent out to all of the ·e farmers; and I 
did not hesitate to say that a man who had a record like that, 
a man who got the l>est prices and the best pro~verity for agri
culture that it had evPr ha(l in all its hi ' tory, woulu do some
thing of the kind for agriculture in time of peace. 

In fa<:t, a part of that record. was in time of peace. The last 
wheat bill was pns:etl on the 4th of March, 1919. That bill 
g·ave to Mr. Hoover a round billion dollars, anproprinted out of 
the Treasury of the UnitE'd States, to handle this 'Vh~t Cor
poration alone, and I think the Senator from Ohio voted for 
that over in the House at that time. He di<l not object to the 
Uovemment goin"' into bu!-:ine~s to carry out President Wilson', 
plP<lge tllat the farmer :;..houl<l have a price equal to that of 
191 . But now he eomcs in. when his party has pledged itS('lf 
to enact the Jnws and :et up the machinery that will give us 
e<JUitlity with the in<lustrie:";. an<l says, "It will not do. That 
is putting th(> Government into business. We mu t avoid this 
~ociali:-itic departure." 

The Senator from Cnliforuia [:Hr. JoHNSON] baR f'hown mo:::t 
effe<:tively, in his sarca~tic, pointed addre! s, how this bill put~ 
the Government into three or four dubious kincts of business, 
Ulll<'.'S you have n En~ene Meyer or somebody of that kind in 
management who will do nothing for the farmer ~ and will get 
uowhere in the marketing of their products. 

It' that 11rgumE>nt that "'Ye will not put the Governme-nt into 
lm:-ine:-; ~ " has any forcP, it has as much force flgnin ·t thi., uill 
in the form it is report<'d here as it woulcl if we had proYidecl a 
billion and a hulf of dnllar:,; and told the Go'\"ermnent to go ont 
and uiu to the farmer the cost of production for the ~urplu of 
their prot1uct. That b; no more bu~iness than thi~. and that is 
a snfe kind of uu:-;inc~s. In conven.:ation with the Nenator fl·om 
rtah [}lr. s~woT]. I think he tol<l me he llad said on the floor 
at R1Hne time, though I did not hear it, that if we lla<l money 
eaougll to do that thing we need have no loss. I think that 
is the feeling of the .enior Senator from rtnb. Am I nor 
coned in quoting thnt? 

1\lr. S}!OOT. Mr. rre~:iuent, I thiuk I . tate<l on the floor of 
the Senate--! um c1uite sure I did-at the time the Senator 
from ~t>!_n·a~lm \\'Us deliveriug his t>pee<:h, that I wa: perfedly 
willing that :j:.JOO,OOO,OOO should be vroYitlecl as a fund, und U1at 
in my opinion if there were ::;500,000,000 in a fund for the pur
po:e of controlling the market prlcn the result would ue t~nc.:
Ct>:-:l'fnl. I thought so then and I think so now. 

Mr. BROOKIL\.R1'. I am in full accord with all of that sug
ge:; tion, except that I have it :figured out that it will require a 
little more money. There are years when I think it will not re-

quire more money, but wllen it came to hnndlin~ the whPat in 
that way Mr. Hoover figured out that it woul<l require a uilliou 
dollars that year on wheat alone. A bigger ct·op than ordinary 
was promised of wheat. 1-'he crop did not turn out as large as 
expe<·ted, and he u:->ed only about $300,000,000. In prior years 
be U!-:e<l as mucll as $500,000,000 to do exuetly whut the Senator 
from Utah says should be done; and yet now we are told that if 
we put a vrovi:;;ion like that in this bill, that will give the farm
ers a cost-of-production price or bid for thPir produets, that is 
Bol!-:hevism or something in violation of tl1e Hcvublicau plat
form. 

Why were not theSP thing~ told to the farmers <luring the 
campaign? Why di<l we ~et out this record of our great leader, 
the most emphatic and the most sueees...,ful recor(l for agrieul
ture in an its history, and then bring in a bill that repn<liates 
that recor<l? 

If this bill can be am<?mlecl so as to ('Ommaml enough funllS 
and enou~h authority, suhj<'ct eYen to the approval or the Pre~
itlent, to huy nnd sell and handle these snl'plns vro<1ucts at a 
cost-of-production price, I baYe already said I woultl support 
it in preference to a debenture. The clebenture is sec·ond choice 
with me; uut the debenture i~ not a fnke. The debenture is a 
rPality. The debenture will do Rome ~ood. It doe not pur
port to do more than half of equalizing tlle tal'iff for the farm
ers. I sec no real'lon why in the <lehenture we should not put 
on all the tariff, beeau~e the tariff is btu;ed on the difference in 
cost of production, and in thiR ease the cost of pro•1uction is 
not figured too high. I believe it is fi~urecl too higll on many of 
the manufactured pro<luets, but it is not figur<>d too high as to 
agricultural pt-oducts an<l agricultural rates. In faet, I think it 
is too low still, even ai-l propo.·ed through the increa .. <?s in the 
new bill that is now 11r~ented. 

Mr. President, if the • 'enator from Ohio and I ownNl this 
bi~ American farm we would agn~e this afternoon what to clo 
\\ith this surplu . As business men there would be no trouhle 
and no argument about it. 'Vc would look the proposition over 
aml we woulcl tind that we have about $2,000,000,000 a year of 
Rurplus that we must di!-:pooe of in a foreign market; that is, 
in the form in which it i.' exported. The farmers are getting 
about $1,200,000,000 for that. Tile other $800,000,000 is ad<led 
by processing and freight rates and commis:;;ions, and otlwr 
things of that kind; but the exportable urplus is about a 
$2,000,000,000 proposition, aml if the 'enator from Ohio and I 
had this proposition us our own we would be prooueing a total 
of about $12.000,000,000 a year ; and one-tenth of that, or 
.'1,200,000,000, is the amount we must send abroad. 

We are living here in a higher level of markets than the 
general world market on all commocliti€'s, for that matter. We 
have ma<lc it so by law. Thn.t iR whnt tlle protective tariff is 
for. Therefore it would not take the Senator from Ollio and 
me very long, if we bad thiH proposition a~ our own, to say 
that this surplus must be removed. from the domestic market, so 
that our domestic price on the other 00 per cent will not be 
reduced. 

'l'hen w€' woulfl look around for boxes to uox up this surplus. 
That would require capital; au<l we would figure out bow much 
capital it would require to uuy aud to hold this $2,000,000,000 
surplus off the market so that we would not offer it at all ott 
the market in the United States; and I do not belicve-thh; is 
where I disagree slightly with the 'enutor from Utah [l\Ir. 

MOOT]-I <lo not believe $500,000,000 is enou~lt to handle that 
surplus under all circ·umstanres. ·we wouhl \"\nut enough mouey 
provided. in our banking sy:-;tem so that we could handle it 
without any qnei-'tion. It would be inE>ll'edive if there wem 
going to he any argument about how we would finance this 
urplus. So I <lo not Lelievc $500,000,000 iH enou~h to llo it. r 

have fig·ured out that lt woul<l tnke aboul. $l,GOO,OOO,OOO. S1>me 
of it we can turn at on~e; but if we hacl tltis as our own, wonhl 
we dump it into the world market and br...,ak down the worhl 
market? That would he u fooli:-h thing to do, awl we would 
not do it if WC! hn<l the fin a nee~ and tl1e reHourceH to .hol1l it. 

I want to illustrate ;\gain uy cotton uu<l wheat. 'Ve woul«l 
have this cotton ~"urplus. In U12G we had the biggest cotton 
RUrpln~ in all bh;tory-tbre.e years piled up, with a <:arry-over 
year nfter year. Supvo:-:e It had co::;t u · 23 eents a pound to 
prouuce that eotton and to give u a cooperatiYe return on our 
eapiial inn~stment of not oYer (i per ecnt. If tlte ScJJator and 
I bad had nll of tl.tnt cotton togetlwr, what woul<l we have 
(lone? "·c would have boxe<l up tl1i::3 !"Urplus and withdrawn it 
from the market and ~ui<l to the worlll, ·• It i~"> foe sule when 
you :p~Y the co~t-of-prodnction price with a r<•nsonahle profit"; 
and 1f we had had the nmmeial l'esources to do that, we woul(l 
have withheld it. I think every Senator i.n the Chnmb<.>r will 
<;once<.le that if that bud been done in 1026 it would have cost 
around $500,000,000, I f;fiY to the Senn tor from Utah, to buy 
the cotton surplus alone at tbat time; but we could have clis-
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posed o:f it by this time and got back oul' 23 cents a ~und and These. considerations are emphasized in the «affe of the 'United States. 
our expenscsJ an-d even taken a profit and had 110 dollar of Ioss. The increase in agrieultm:a p11odHction during the · wa:~r perio<1 and -the-

Why would that be true:? Because that cotton surplus of the "surplus" in the . postwar yea.rs wexe iDi large part only appuent. 
United States is 65 per cent of the wo:rld's surplus. It is 65· · '1'Ile marked gro-wth of cereal exnorts during ihe- decade 1913-1922 was 
per eent of all the. cotton exported by all the countries .of the not the I'esult of a sudden expansion oJi the pell' capita aJtea of la:n.d in 
world; and I say to you that the person o:r the organization that crops. From 1900 to 1925 the- trend of crop acreage- per capita£ was 
has 65 per cent of the world demand

1 
and has it paid for, so- downward,. and in the · period I9UJ-1922 th-e per ea:p-ita acrenge in 12; 

that tbe- bank can not .call his note and the sheriff can not sell principal eroPiJ wa~t 1(} per cent less. than for the puiod 1899-1903. 
him out, is in reasonable co.ntrol o-f the world marke~ and is The '' rrorplw~/' which- has i11 large part been the souree O:f ngriettltural 
able to get an asking pri-ce, and will not be forced to take what· depression sinee the- war, was parll:y the result of an inenas~ in- the' 
ever is bid to him. · acreage ol cereals, espedally wheat, at the expense of otllu erops, and 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? pru-tly due. tO> tile falling oft' in domestic demand in l92Q.-l922. '1!'~ 
Mr. BROOKHART. 1 yield. average acreage in the: five cereals in 191!}--19-22 exceeded that ot the 
Mr. EDGE. Wbat would be the Senator's method of opera- pre-war period 1909-1913, by about 23,000,000 acres, of whicll wheat 

tion to: restrict the crops in the years foUowing,. while this snr- accounted ior more than 18,000,0'00 ac-res. 
plu remained as a; surplus, so that the yield would not con- That was the switch to wheat which I mentioned a moment 
stantly reach the same maximum supply? . ago. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That is the proposition I was trying to 
explain. As this surplus came on in 1924. 1925. and 1926, 1 1:ibis inereasea aereage was made· possible by a reduetio-n in that med 
would have oongbt it Ul> and stored it and beld it for the cost , in producing f(}r domestic uses, especially fm:: feeding livert~k. 
of producti-on. price. Over a period of 8U or seven years w~ · You take it ~:tr af one-, and if it increases one it decreases
have never had a world's surplus of cmton. We have always m1otber. Practically an O'f our Jand is in mre- at this. time in 
~n able to sell it all some form or &tiler. 

Mr. EDGE. I know; but, as I followed the Senato-r-and I Fronr tfie pre-war periad 1009:..1913' to 1919-1922, the per capita 
am following him closely-in o·rde-r to- rea:cb a normal situation acreage employed in producing for domestic consumption deelined n~1y 
the Senator must in the. meantime absalutely control the future 6 per cent. 
product. Most of tile acreage thus economized was diverted to increasing the 

Mr. BROOKHART. Tbe Senator means tlle prodnetion? production of wheat under the stimulus. of high prices and of patriotk 
Mr. EDGE. Tbe produdion, yes; or the surplus would be eon- appeal during _tlle war period. But even during that time the per capita. 

stantly maintained. prodUction of tile · major crops- taken together ~as not mark.edly Iljgller , 
Mr. :BROOKHART. I think I shaD again have to present to than pre-war. The average for the 5-year period 1915-1919 was feur 

the Senate the answer to that question by the Nati6nal Indus- tenths per cent lower, and that fo11 192()-1924 was 4.8 per een1 lower · 
trial COnference Board. They bave given the matter the most than the average for the pre-war ~r1oo 1910-1913. 'FM apparent 
thorough investigation. Tbey have tbe reeord, the facts...._ and snrplus was due partly to the s-hifting of the balanee of production llild 
have given the best answer and the most complete answer partly, 11&: wiD be seen Tater, t() the dedine ()f eft'edive domestic- and 
tllere i . foreign demand in 192()-1922. 

I win read that answer. I will say that I do not tl'link, after The acreage- in wllerrt, h~\'Ve'f'el", ha:J been rapidly retmmill:g- to nor--' 
seeing this recor'd, tbat there is any danger of overproduction. mal. Although in 1923 it was stfU 27 J?eF cent larger than- the· aver·age 
That i giving me the least of my troubles in ·fhe· solution of of the five yea?g before the war and in 1924 and 1925 it w~rs about 
this question. That can happen as to some special crop, like 11 per cent higher than pre-wu, in view of the po-pula:.tiOIJ i'Baease
potatoes, or perhaps citrus fruits. There could be switching in the past decade:, this indicates a definite tend€-ncy toward readjust-
from one crop to another if one were protected at a nigh price ment 01 SllPPlY ami' demand. 
and another left at a low price, as was the case with wheat This readjustment, however, has bee-n· accompanied by distUTbanee' 
somewhat during the war, bnt ·if all were protected evenly, and and disuess which illustrate botb the importiUlce and diflicurty of cun- . 
an given a cost-of-production price, there would be no danger tro1 of pr'Odu:ction. Aftei' new land, s<lme of it range, was br<>ken up 
of overpi"oduction in th~ ·united States. In fact, I think it is: and put into wheat, houses built, livestock and implements pur~hased 
the policy af wisdom to encourage production of co-tton and of and debts incmred, it wae not easy to let toe Iand' go back to pasture 
an the other prodncts. or to shift it to other u es.. In larg-e areas of the Northwest the: 

Mr. TR.MillfELL. Mr. President. will the Senator meld? proeess has simpty rueant abandonm<!nt of land and equipment. More-
.r~ over,. as has already been. pointed out, the tlransference of a relatively 

:Mr. llROOKHART. I yield. · small proportion ·of the. acreage in 011e 9f the major craps t6 a minor 
Mr. TRAMMELL. I believe the Senator said there might pos- crop i~.likeiy to result. in onrprooucrum Qf the ratter, while tile oat

sibly be an overproduction of citrns fruits. I do not think that put of the tarme.r is reia.t:tvely ·little affected. The s:ubuaction of' 
could be true if we had a proper system of marketing. 10,000',000 acres !rom the c01'11 ar~ fol" instance, and it's trnnsfer to· 

Mr. BROOKHART. That might be so. potatoes or other smaller crops, might easily double the prod'uetioD of-
Mr. TRAMMELL. There is nothing like the amount of citrus some o1 these. 

:fruit raised in the country that is demanded, as I understand it, 
if the crop is properly distributed and' marketed throughout the That is tbe only overproduction we need to guaTd against, 
United States:. , the sflifting of' crops ; and if we protect the corn and prot~t 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator may be eo-rrect. 1 have 1 the ot.l:Ier crops; tnen there- will be no te11dency to siiift tOl 
not made a detailed study of that proposition. I simply heard 1 potatoes and to these other prod11cts. 
the statement made that there was cverprodudion o! citrus ThuS', even tl'lough the total acreage in crops. is kept under c.ontrol,. 
fruits-, and the prices were Jow to the producer; but, as the Sen- the shifting of a.cre:tge as between the various branches ot production. 
ator says, it may be due to the marketing system, and the who-Ie under the influence of price cbanges may upset the equilibrium. ot 
production in the United States is not au overproduction and agricultural income. 
is not likely to be an overproduction. Production is go~g to That is why all must be treate~l alilie1 and all given even 
de-cline; and is deelining. protection ; then they will go ahead the same· way. If w~ 

Mr. COPELA:r-,1)). Mr. President-- should produce. wheat in Iowa, we would _vroduc~ a good deal 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Sem1tor from Iowa m~re wheat than any other State in this Unio-n produces, 

yield to the Senator from New York? but we are fourth in the production of wheat. If the wheat 
Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. were given protectic..11 and corn and livestock not,. then we 
Mr. COPELAND. I noticed this morning a statement that wo-uld have to protiuce wheat; but if we protect all alike -and 

because of tbe increasing popularity of American grapefruit our give a cost-of-production. price to all of them, then there is no 
shipments to British markets increased from 15TOOO boxes in danger of going to wheat in Iowa. We p1·oduced 50:0,000,000 
1922' to 421,000 boxes in 1927. I can not see tllat there has been bushels of com, about 3.001000,000 bushels of oats, about 100,
any failure of marketing in that pa.rticular citrus fruit. 000,000 bushels of wheat, about 10,000,000 pigs, and about 

Mr. BROOKHART. I will not stop to discuss that matter in 3,600,000 calves. Although not th.e lru:gest State, we are the: 
detait. It may be, again, that the price was fixed in England State with the greatest agricuitur-al production· ~et since 19.20 
as tl1e price of our wheat is fixed, compa1·ahle to a world pl'k~ we ha'fe: not gotten a price high enough to pay ou:r expense:: r 

that is too low. I am no-t familiar with that particular matter. our taxes, and interest. and foreclosures by the thousands 
Bnt I do want now to answer this whole Question of overproduc- anu tens- of thousands have occuned in that State, whid1 ouaht 
ti on, lJccim e with that out of the way we are ready to consider · to be the 1nost prosperous spot on this e:arth.. "' 
tllis question and to settle it finany and effectiYely. This. is. Again the iJidust.riai board said: 
whnt the National Industrial Conference Board said in tlleir 
l 02G report, when they went into tbis matter fully: 

AU evidence p.oiots to the fact that the ap11auent surplus. oJl cere::d 
prodm:ts, due. to reductiGn. in the pew capita acreage of luud! tml{>l~yed 
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for producing livestock for domestic consumption, and to the over
expansion in the per capita acreage of wheat and rye at the expeni!le 
of other crops, has merely obscured temporarily the Jncreasing scarcity 
of land in the United States, in relation to domestic demand. Under
the gt·adual operation of economic forces, some degree of adjustment 
ot production, at least in respect to acreage put into the major crops, 
has undoubtedly taken place in the United States. Data given in the 
preceding chapter show that the acreage in farms i.n proportion to the 
total population has declined almost steadily since 1860 from 13 acres 
per capita to 9 in 1920. The per capita acreage of improved land has 
declined steadUy since 1890 and is now about -the same as it was in 
1850. The per capita acreage of land in crops has declined since 1900 
and is now below the point at which it was in 1880. 

I particularly call the attention of the Senator from New 
Jersey to these figures, because they show the unmistakable 
trend in this production. 

cold-blooded, business standpoint, we must either purchase the 
products of the farm at home or the producer will have a sur
plus to dispose of abroad. I do not want to discourage tlle 
farmer from raising crops, but I do think he should be admon
ished, as far as that is possible, in trying to reduce the surplus to 
what -we could in an ordinary, orderly marketing method dis
tribute for him at home and abroad. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think in 25 or 30 years we will have 
no surplus except possibly in cotton, and that is the easiest to 
handle and to finance of all our surpluses, because we can store 
it and keep it for future sale. Our surplus in that length of time 
will have disappeared. We will have enough people to use it 
all up. But that is a long time to stay in bankruptcy and 
let om· prices be fixed in the foreign market The industries 
have been given the protection of the Government. The Govern
ment has given them a protective tariff which economists esti
mate is costing the American people as high as $4,000,000,000 

These declines in acreage were offset up to about 1900 by an increase a year on the manufactured products, and yet the Senator from 
in the yield per acre of the nine principal crops, but since that time New ,Jersey voted against taking $100,000,000 out of that vast 
the yield per acre has shown no increase, and in consequence the per $4,000,000,000 sum and paying it back to the farmers, who are 
capita production of the principal crops, as charts 3 and 4 indicate, paying a part of that $4,000,000,000 increased price, and a large 
has shown a tendency to decline almost steadily since 1900· The part of it. The Senator objected to turning even that much 
number of livestock per capita has also declined about 30 per cent since back to them to stabilize and raise their own prices toward that 
1893. The wheat acreage bas undergone a great reduction since 1920. same level. 

Then the board concludes: M:r. EDGE. To what particular bill does the Senator refer? 
The average farmer and his family under- present conditions are Mr. BROOKHART. It is the debenture plan to which I am 

working so hard, and the overhead charges for interest and taxes are referring now. 
so high, that stabilization or even moderate increases in prices would Mr. EDGE. I have voted for many bills to make available 
hardly be likely to stimulate any considerable general overexpansion for many purposes funds for purchasing seeds, supplies, and so 

forth, for the farmer, and have always done it with great pleas-
of acreage or production. ure. I did vote against the debenture plan and I am quite ready 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? to discuss that in my own time. 
Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator is very consistent in 
Mr. EDGI!l. I do not want to divert the Senator at all from his course, because he has consistently voted against any plan 

his line of argument. I simply asked the question I propounded that would really be effective for agriculture. 
a while back because the Senator was referring, as I recall it, 1\fr. EDGE. Of course, that is entirely a difference of opin
to the year 1926, when tllere was an accumulation of a great ion. I really rose to interrupt the Senator on the question of 
surplus of cotton, as he has already indicated. The repoit be surpluses that we can not dispose of by miracles. We can only 
has just read, as I have followed him, deals mainly with the dispose of them by selling them, and we can only do that by 
conditions in 1920, 1921, 1922, and 1923. selling at a price which will bring a profit to the producer or 

Mr. BROOKHART. No; this comes up to 1926. I else the Government must pay the difference in some form or 
Mr. EDGE. I meant to state that. However, that does not I other of subsidy. We can not get away from that economic 

enter into the thought I had in mind, if I may repeat it, that I truth. 
any system whereby an organization is set up to handle sur- Mr. BROOKH.A.RT. Does the Senator doubt if we had taken 
pluses-and I entirely agree with the idea and purpose of setting the vast surplus of cotton in 1924, 1925, and 1926 and given 
up such a stabilizing organization-and such a surplus did exist the farmer the price of production, to wit, 23 cents, when the 
as to cotton-such organizatio.n must ?f necessity have some farmer got actually only 10 or 11 cents, and had held that 
direct control over the productiOn that IS ~o foll?w, or the sur-· surplus and said to the wodd, "We will not sell it until we 
plus will not be greatly decreased. That IS obvious. The law get our price, the cost of production plus a reasonable profit," 
of supply and demand is all very well, but if the surplus is held that it would have been sold long before this time? 
and dealt out at a profitable figure-and it should be; that is Mr. EDGE. I think I have made it clear that the safe. and 
the idea of such an organization-most naturally the acreage sane thing to do is to have some control on future production. 
devoted to that particular crop will continue to be cultivated, That is my position. 
and, I assume, unless some restriction is enforced, we will con- Mr. BROOKHART. I care not what happens on that point, 
stantly have a surplus. the production is not going to continue at the same high level 

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator oppose the production every year. The farm one year will produce a big crop and the 
of a surplus in the United States? next year a failure, and that is beyond the control of the Gov-

Mr. EDGE. Oh, no. I am never opposed to any policy t~at ernment, the farmer, or anybody else-; but we do know from the 
will mean a further encouragement . to energy or enterpnse, history of the matter that over a period of siK or seven years 
be it agricultural or be it industrial. However, we must face there never has been a surplus of anything. 
condition~ just the same, and if there are to be these surpluses Mr. EDGR -Tliere was a surp1us in 1926. -
just one of two things must- happen-we must either have Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; tempoo·arily but it is gone already; 
some control in order to dive-rsify the type of crops or we must Already the ' shorter crops since have c~eated a demand so it 
frankly admit that the surplus being added to year after year could be sold and has. been sold in the world market. But a 
by production we must, in one form or another, establish few speculators bought up that cotton, dumped it into the world 
some system of subsidy. There is no other possible solution of market and broke the market down, and they made a little nar
the surplus problem. row margin on it, whereas if it had been financed and held 

Mr. BROOKHART. The board would have perfect control of collectively as should have been done by the farmers themselves, 
the surplus, and it would be impossible to produce a world sur- the farmers would have received the cost-of-production price. 
plus over a series of years. Mr. EDGE. Does the Senator object to a board having a 

Mr. EDGE. That apparently was not the situation in 1926 proper revolving fund of $500,000,000; and so far as I am con-
as to cotton. cerned I would vote for $750,000,000 if necessary to bring re-

1\!r. BROOKHART. There are two surplus arguments being suits. I consider the plan fundamentally a sound one, so that 
made-one for the United States, and one for the world. actually the amount of money the Government shall advance, 

1\!r. EDGE. Any surplus is necessarily for the world. The which it should get back at some time in the future, to me is 
surplus must be marketed somewhere outside of our own coun- merely a detail. Does the Senator object to the board having 
try whether it is a surplus of agricultural products or a some control and exercising it and trying to supplement the 
su;plus of manufactured products. That is the only definition good Lord and weather c~nditions by discouraging overproduc
of the word ''surplus." In the United States the manufacturing tion? If we should develop a large surplus, uoes the Senator 
industries have a very much better set-up, very much better mean to contend that it would not be the duty of the board at 
salesmanship, are very much better organized, in order to least to issue some admonition to try to diversify, as they have 

· take advantage of the world's market with their surplus; there been trying in Iowa, and to suggest tha t in the South possibly 
is no doubt about that, thougll I do not intend to get into they plant more corn and less cotton? Is not that a part of the 
tllut argument with the Senator to-day. Agriculture is in a duty of the boaru? 
weak and, in a wny, a <lefenseles position as to organization. Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator has not mixed in the farm 
We a1-e aU here trying to fiud a remedy. Nevel'theless, from a business very much. I see that plainly. 
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Mr. ;EDGE. I admit fny lack of technical knowledge, and I 

base my argument alone on the marketing of the surpluses, and 
that I tpink any man can understand. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am in favor of controlling production 
by having the farmers diversify and r:otate their crops in the. 
best way so as to preserve their soil and not let it be depleted. 
That in the end will inerease production rather than decrease 
it. But to go out to the farmer and say, "You shall abandon a 
,portion of your land," when he has interest to pay on his 
mortgage, " and .not e-ven try to r~~ a crop," is, to my mind, 
clear out of the question. I can see no reason or justification 
for it. There is no occasion for doing it if we control the sur
plus ,ma1·ket for disposition in the world market and remove it 
from the domestic market so it -will nQt depress the domestic 
market. . 

I want to ask the Senator if he -objects to the domestic 
market paying the farmers of the United States the 90 per cent 
of the production cost to which they are entitled, with a return 
of 5 per cent upon capital in-vested? 

Mr. EDGE. No; I think they deserve more than 5 per cent. 
I believe we help them by the installation of the protective 
tariff. We probably have not in the ease of wheat and commodi
ties of that kind helped them as _much as we would like. That 
is an economic fact and a condition that everyone fairly well 
understands. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Wherever we have had a surplus of farm 
products the tariff has not been effective; that does not work. 
That was very fine for the manufacturer's products, because 
they finance and control their surplus and do not let it depress 
their domestic market. But the farmers not being -organized 
and the farmers' own deposits being in a, commerc-ial banking 
system which takes the money over to New York largely !or 
speculative purposes, the farmers are not backed in the same 
way the commercial and manufacturing business is, and they 
can not handle their surplus, and that is why we lu!ve to con
sider the proposition of a Government organization. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield 

to the Senator from North Oarolina? 
M.r. BROOKHART. I yield. 
:Mr. SIMMONS. It does not seem to me that we should be so 

anxious to impose restrictions upon production even_ thong~ 
.we have to export a part of the product. It is our exportations 
that enable us to carry on our world trade, which has become 
nearly as good to us as our domestic trade. The .questipn of 
controlling .the surplus has to do with the maintenance of 
american prices for the product of which we produce the sur
plus. Our manufacturers produce a surplus of goods_, but the 
tariff enables them to get the .American price for the domestic 
consumption and they sell the balance in the market of the 
world, of course, at world prices. We have some surpluses, as 
in the ease of cotton, where _the tari:B: can not give us control of 
the .American market and where we can not through tile tariff 
get the .American market price. That surplus should be eon
trolled in some way or other so as to enable the cotton farmer., 
together with the manufacturer, t-o get the benefit of the Ameri
can price. If he gets the benefit of the American price_, then he 
must take his chances -as to surplus. That is true of every 

-product we produce in the country in excess of · domestic 
demands. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator from North Caro
lina has the correct idea. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I think th-ough we ought not unnecessarily 
to curtail production 1n this country. Every product which we 
produce should, in my opinion, get the beru!fit ~f the American 
price for the part which is produced and sold in .A.meriea, an.d 
then the world will, ·as usual, take care of the balance. The 
debenture plan enables the .American cotton manufacturer to_ 
get the benefit of the .American price for that part which is 
consumed here. If perchance any part of that crop has to be 
sold abroad in years when there is a big surplus, of course, he 
will have to take the lower price in the world market for that 
portion of his product. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am in accord with the statement -of 
the Senator from North Carolina. 

I want to ask the Senator from New Jersey a question. The 
Senator from New Jersey has stated that the farmers are en
titled to get the cost of production and I only claim the aver.age 
cost. We can not do it for the individual farmer. Further, 
the Senator said that the farmer should have 5 per cent ~r 
more return on capital invested. Does the Senator object to 
setting up snch an organization using Government funds, since 
we concede the farmers do not have the organization and .can 
not in a lifetime get an organization to provide those funds? 
Does he object to setting up an organization that will give that 
price to the farmer? 

Mr. EDGE. Quite the contrary. I have iterated and re-
iterated my thorough accord with setting up such an organiza. 
tion and have ev'en. gone further and said that if it can be 
demonstrated, and I am far from ooing a student of that feature 
of the problem, that we need more than $500,000,000, I will 
gladly vote for more than $500,000,000: 

Mr. BROOKHART. That !s very fair. I want to call the 
Senator's att-ention to the fact that there is no such provision 
in the bill. There is absolutely no provision except to lend 
them more money as the intermediate credit bank has done, 
and that does not help the situati<rn. 

Mr. EDGE. I understood the Senator to make that generaf 
statement in the opening of hi$ remarks. I do not exactly 
follow him in that proposition. I (!onsider that the bill sets 
up an organization with great power. I do not consider that 
the board is restricted under the terms of the bill sQ as not to be 
permitted to use every possible method of stabilization, both by 
holding surpluses and by loaning money and by helping _to build 
storage houses for surpluses, and various other helpful fie
tailed methods. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator understand the bill 
to have a -provision by whieh the board can buy and hold these 
surpluseS with the funds provided? 

Mr. EDGE. I would not go that far-not to buy and hold 
them as a board, but to loan money so that that object tCan be 
attained. I refer to the chairman of the committee, the senior 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNAitY], who is nodding in ap
proval and apparently I have correctly interpreted the terms .of 
the bill. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Then so far as the Government and the · 
board are concerned, it is nothing but a money-lending p1an 
and that is what it was under the intermediate bank plan. 

Mr. EDGE. I can not agree with the Senator in that state
ment. 

Mr. ·BROOKHART. Now abo-ut losses. Suppose the board 
was set up and the Government funds were u ed to buy the 
surplus, and suppose the Government was not able to sell it in 
the w<rrld market at the price paid, but had to sell at a loss. 
The Senator remembers when the railroads were turned back 
und-er the Government guaranty of war-time profits they were 
paid $529,000,000 out of the Treasury to guarantee profits and 
not of losses. Would the Senator haTe any obj.eetiml- to using 
a imilar fund . to pay losses for the farmer until the organiza
tion is. started? 

Mr. EDGE. 1\Iy interpretation of the net result of the present 
bill is that the money to be advaneed for these various purposes 
would probably have the same result If it co-uld not be repaid 
no one wonld lose it but the Govenunent of the United States. 
But if it can be repaid certainly, following the policy which 
those representing, or purporting t{) represent, the iarmel's ha-ve 
indicated in the consideration of the equalization foo, the farm
ers want to-repay it. I ean not see any l'ea.l point in the Sen
ator's que tioo. We advance the money. If it -ean not be repaid 
taxpayers pay the bill and suffer the loss. 

Mr. BIWOKHAR:T. But we do not advance the full amount. 
We adva.nc~ it only as we get good fJeeurity. The intennediate 
credit banks can do that now 11nd since 1923 coold do it. Why 
did they oot dolt and why did 'it not work oot? 

Mr. EDGE. In my judgment the bUl goes far beyond the 
power of the intermediate credit bank. 

11-fr. BROOKHART. Will the Senator point out specifically 
the things this board can do that the intermediate credit bank 
can not do 'l I have asked the chairman of the committee and 
I bB. ve not been able to 1ind out. 

Mr. EDGE. I -will not attempt to do that, but I am quite 
sure---

Mr. McNARY. 1Ir. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does tbe Senator trom Iowa yield 

to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. It is not necessary to do those things for the 

edification of the Senator from Iowa. During the two days 
when I first explained the ~itnation I pointed out very cleuly~ 
I th.ink to the satisfaction of everyone who heard me, precisely 
what I thought this bfll would do. I am not in accord with tbe 
Senator's view .in any respect whatsoever, .and no one who stud
ies the bill could follow him in that connection, either. How
ever, I am :not going to take the time of the Senate by being 
drawn into a controversy in which I .am not interested and 
which would be useless and purposel~ss when I am trying to 
have the consideration of tbe bill concluded. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator from Oregon has a perfeet 
right tD stay out of the controversy, hut when I ask-ed him the 
question he told JOO it would lower the interest rate, and I told 
him we could do that under the administration of the illter-
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mediate credit banks. That -was the only distinction the Sena
tor from Oregon was able to draw, and the ·senator· from New 
Jersey bas not· been able to draw any ·distinction. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President-- · 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield 

to the Senator from New Jersey? 
· Mr. BROOKHART. · I yield: 

Mr. EDGE. I will not allow that statement to go unchal
lenged. · I think !'have made .it quite clear that there is a great 
distinction as to many details under the provisions of the bill. 
In the first place, the board tinder thiS proposed legislation will 
have more money with which to operate, and that is a very 
important distinction. The intermediate -credit banks -are very 
limited in their opportunities to loan, and loans are made under 
specific conditions. I do not recall those conditions offhand, 
but they are banking conditions, and they are very · stringent in 
many details. As I have already said, under the pending meas
ure money is to be advanced for the building of storage houses, 
elevators, and all kinds of machinery to be used in handling 
surplus crops. There is no comparison between the power given 
the intermediate credit bank and the power proposed to be 
granted to the farm board, with an appropriation of half a 
billion dollars, and the Senator from Iowa well knows it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The intermediate credit banks can 
make loans for all of those purposes to the cooperatives them
selves; they are distinctly authorized to do so; and there is 
more money provided for the purpose than in the pending 
bill. The authorization to the intermediate credit banks is 
to the extent of about $650,000,000, while only $500,000,000 is 
proposed to be provided in the pending measure. That is the 
situation. 

When we get down to the facts we do not disagree really 
as to what ought to be done, but we have cooked up here a 
mess that will not do anything. It is a " pseudo" scheme, 
I say to the Senator from Ohio; it is not genuine. It is not 
going to give to the farmers equality with industry; it is not 
going t_o give to them their cost of production ; it is not going 
to give them any margin of profit. It will work out as the 
intermediate credit bank has, and the farm fight will go on 
as it has gone on in the past but, I trust, more effectively than 
it ha.s gone on in the past. 

Mr. President, I have taken a good deal more time than I 
intended to take. At 3 o'clock a limitation of 10 minutes on 
O.ehate will begin, and I wish to conclude in a very few 
moments. I have, however, introduced a bill {o meet the. 
present emergency. It is not my bill; I have no right to 
claim- any pride of authorship in the bill, because my bill 
comprises the best thought of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNARY] when he introduced the first so-called McNary bill in 
the Senate. It contailli! the best thought of the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS] when he introduced the first farm bill 
that was ever offered, I believe, for the relief of agriculture. 
It contains the best thought of the President of the United 
States when he served at the head of the Food Administra
tion and of the Wheat Corporation. It contains all those 
things. It embraces the best' thought embodied in the railroad 
law which the Senator from Ohio supported. It contains the 
best thought embraced in all the paternalistic measures which 
the Government has adopted for other lines of business. It 
will live up to the Republican platform. 

The Senator from Idaho voted for this bill in substantially 
the form I have offered it. He was ~ the resolutions 
committee of the Republican National Convention, and he told 
me at the time that he saw to it that nothing went into the 
Republican platform· to controvert or contradict any part of 
the proposition that I am suggesting. I repeated that state
ment many times during the campaign. I have examined the 
platform, and, carefully construing everything in that docu
ment, I do not think it controverts anything in the proposal 
which I have offered here. 

First, I estimated that it would require fifteen hundred 
million dollars of Government funds at some time to handle 
the exportable surplus. There wili be times when a less 
amount will do, but that much ought to be available. If we 
are going to handle the surplus, we must have the funds or we 
shall fail; we must be certain that we shall have the finances 
to handle it. 

Second, I have provided that the Agricultural Department 
shall determine the average cost of production of farm prod
ucts. Tbe average cost of production is the basis of every 
sound business in the world. No successful business can be 
pointed out which does not figure its cost of production and 
charge a price that will get that cost of production plus some 
profit above it; and usually _ industries take plenty of profit 
above it if they ca~ 

, 

· The. bill proposed by ·me directs the Agricultural Department 
to allow only 5 per cent on the capital investment. The Sena
tor from New Jersey concedes that that is not enough. I think 
however, it is a square deal when we consider the entire busi~ 
ness situation in the United States, because the American 
people have been only producing 5lh per cent a year since 1912.· 
I. have those figures. The Senator from Ohio sometimes ques
tiOns my figures, but I have here a bulletin issued by Mr. Hoover 
as Secretary of Commerce showing that to be the situation 
from 1.912 to 1922. So 5% per cent is the yearly amount of 
American production ; that is what . we have to distribute. 
Capital return ought to be held below that, for capital is not 
entitled to- au. of the -wealth produced in this country. It is
unthinkable to give to a few blocks of capital all that the 
American people, all that capital, and all that the increase in 
property -values and everything else can add to the wealth of our 
country. So I put the rate of return below 5% per cent. I 
think if it were even lower it might afford a fair deal, because 
labor and invention and genius and management are entitled 
to some share in the wealth produced in this country. 

I have- provided in the blll to which I have referred that the· 
organization set up shall bid to the farmers the cost of produc
tion price determined ·by the Agricultural Department. Then 
I know the farmers will get that price; there will be no juggling 
about that; there will be no " pseudo " business in that sort of 
an operation. 

I concede that there may be losses, although the .Senator from 
Utah [Mr. SMOOT] has said on the floor of the Senate to-day 
that there need be no losses, and I, myself, think there will be 
practically no loss. There certainly will be none in the case 
of cotton; and wheat is in almost the same condition, and right 
now there is a big surplus of wheat. If we could buy it and 
hold it for a year or two it could be disposed of without loss 
if we operated in cooperation with the Canadian pool, because 
the two of us together would have over 60 per cent of the ex
portable wheat of the whole world, and there is no reason why 
the two of us together should allow the world market to be 
broken down because we have this surplus. 

In 1926 the farmers of the United States sold 41,000,000 hogs; 
in 1928 they sold 48,000,000. They got $200,000,000 less for the 
48,000,000 than they received-for the 41,000,000. There is not 
any business judgment or sense in that sort of a situation, and 
it is all due to the fact that prices are fixed in the competitive 
world market, over which we have no control. 

As I have said, I concede there might be some losses in the 
operation of this export corporation. There might be times 
when it would become necessary for somebody to make up a 
loss; there might be times when we would not be able to dispose 
of some -of the products at the cost-of-production price. I do 
not· hesitate to say, as Mr. Hoover said in his acceptance speech 
in California, that we ought to spend several hundred million 
dollars out of the Treasury of the United States to protect 
our farmers against that loss. . 

I have provided in the bil'l $600,000,000. That item is less 
than the amount which has been paid to the railroads since 
they were turned back into private bands in 1920. I have 
heretofore had printed in the REXJoRD a letter from the Inter
state Commerce Commission showing that we paid the rail
roads out of the Treasury this bonus, this guaranty, this pa- · 
ternalistic support of $529,000,000 to guarantee their war-time 
profit for six months after they were turned back under their 
own management. I add to that the $59,000,000 profit which 
Mr. Hoover turned into the Treasury of the United States 
from the operations of the Wheat Corporation. There were 
no losses resulting from that operation, but on the contrary a 
profit accrued. The two together make nearly $600,000,000; 
and so, in order to make the amount even, I fix it at that figure. 
I say the Treasury owes that much, and I believe that would 
run this institution for 10 or perhaps 15 years. Then we would 
know how the plan works and would know what to do about it. 

Again, it is said we should not put the Government into 
business, and then there is brought into the Senate a bill 
which puts the Government into a half dozen different kinds of 
business. The bill which I have offered is the only one which 
ultimately will take the Government out of business. I provide 
in that bill for changing the whole thing into a cooperative 
system. There is where the farmer-owned and farmer-controlled 
institution comes in. 

I have a precedent for the change .proposed by my bill, and 
that precedent is found in the Federal land bank act. It is 
provided in that act that the farmer shall subscribe for co
operative stock, and that his subscriptioq shall be used to pay 
back the Government's investment. Already sufficient and more 
than sufficient has been subscribed to pay back all the Gov
ernment has advanced. In the same way I have provided for 
the subscription to coope~~tive stock ip this insqtution by the 

• ... • ~ ' .-s,.. '\ 
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cooperatives of the country. By and by we will have a sufficient 
fund subscribed to repay the revolving fund of fifteen hundred 
million dollars, if that amount shall ever be used. Then the 
Government can go out .of the business. 

1 notice, however, that when the Government gets into busi
ness, as in the land-bank business, it likes to be In the business 
and hangs right onto it. Instead of developing a plan to turn 
it back into a farmer-owned and tarmer-eontrolled institution 
tt continues it under a board or: a bureau appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate. There is no con
sistency in the arguments which are advanced here. They are 
unfair to the farmer; they are " pseudo " stuff and do not give 
the farmer a fair deaL 

Mr. President, my position has changed but little since the 
very beginning of this struggle. I thought the Senator from 
Oregon and the Senator from Nebraska had it well figured out 
in the beginning, but the pending bill recedes far from the 
position which they occupied. They had a measure of value 
1n the original bill. The first .McNary bill provided that the 
farmer should have the pre-war ratio price. I did not favor 
that, because that is not a sound basis of prices. Cost of pro
duction is the only sound basis of prices; but that was better 
than no prices. That measure was very good for the farmers 
o,f the Northwest; it was not good for the cotton farmers of 
the South; the price was too low. I know as to that, for I 
raised cot;to.n down there before the war, and I know what 
happened. 

So~ Mr. President, 1f the Republican Party wants· to carry 
out the _pledge it made to the farmers it ought to proceed along 
some such line as I have suggested. The party asked me to 
make pledges to the farmers, and I did it in the StateS which 
I visited. I spoke in good faith ; 1 was not playing any 
" pseudo " game with the farmers of the United States, and I 
do not intend to play it now in the Senate. So far as I am 
concerned, I do not intend to go back on what I said to them 
and what I promised to them. I think the pending bill is not 
one · which complies with the Republican platform; I think it 
has not carried out the pledges of the Republican Party, nor 
does it carry out the pledges of the Democratic Party. I think 
it will not bring to the farmers the relief to which they are 
justly entitled. 

Mr. COPELAND obtained the fioor. 
Mr. MoNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 

yield for that purpose? . 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence of a quorum being 

suggested, the clerk will call the roll. 
. The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names : 
Allen Fletcher King Sheppahl 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Shortridge 
Barkley George McKellar Simmons 
Bingham Gillett McMaster Smoot 
Black Glass McNary Steck 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf Steiwer 
Ble.ase Goff Moses Stephens 
Borah . QQldsoorough Norbeck Swanson 
Brookhart Gould Norris Thomas, Idaho 
Broussard Greene Nye Thomas, Okli:t. 
Burton Hale Oddie Townsend 
Capper Harris Overman Trammell 
Caraway HntTison Patterson Tydings 
Connally Hastings Phipps Vandenberg 
Copeland Hawes Pine Wagner 
Couzens Hayden Pittman Walcott 
Cutting Hebert Ransdell Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Heflin Reed Walsh, Mont. 
Deneen Howell Robinson. Ark. Warren 
Dill Johnson • Robinson, Ind. Waterman 
Edge ·Kcan Sackett Watson 
Fess Keyes Schall Wheeler 

Mr. SCHALL. My colleague [Mr. SHIPsTEAD] is still con
fined to the hospital. I will let this announcement stand for 
the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have. an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The Senator from 
New York [Mr. CoPELAND] has the :fioor. 

Mr. HEFLIN and Mr. WALSH of Montana addressed the 
Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 
yield ; and to whom? · 

Mr. HEFLIN. Will the Senator yield to me to offer a short 
amendment? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. HEFLIN. I desire to offer the following amendment: 

On page 17, line 14, after the figures "$500,000,000," insert "or 
whate-ver sum of money the Federal farm board and the Presi
dent agree is necessary to carry out the provisions of this act." 

- .Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I inquire what is the amendment 

now pending? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending amendment is that 

offered by the Senator from Montana. The amendment of the 
Senator from Alabama is not in ord~r at this time, but will be 
printed and lie on the table. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is the purpose in offering it at this time. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I inquire of the Senator from 

New York . if he desires to address himself to the ·amendment 
proffered by me? 

Mr. COPELAND. I ask that the amendment of the Senat(lr 
from Montana be read. . 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. ':,['he Senator from Montana moves, on 

page 8, line 9, to insert the following after the word " time " : 
The board shall adopt rilles specifying the qualifications requisite to 

entitle a coopern.tive association to join tn an application for the certi
fication of a stabilizing corporation and all cooperative associations 
possessing .such qulifications shall be permitted to join. And any such 
cooperative association shall, at any time, upon application, be entitled 
to admission to membership in sueh stabilization corporation upon such 
terms a.s the board may from time to time prescribe. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator from 
Montana I will state that I have no desire to discuss this par
ticular amendment. If it is not controversial and can be dis
I'osed of promptly, I shall be glad to yield for that purpose. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 

yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. COPELAND. I do. 
M BLAINE. I · was going to inquire of the Senator from 

Montana if he would not agree to transpose his amendment to 
line 7, after the word "commodity," instead of line 9, after the 
word " time" "? It does not affect the provisions of the amend
ment, but I think it places it in the appropriate place. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. As a matter of fact, I was some
what troubled as to the appropriate place the amendment should 
occupy in the bill. Will the Senator suggest to us why he thinks 
it should go in there? 

Mr. BLAINE. I may state, Mr. Preside-nt, that if the amend
ment follows the word " commodity " it will in effect take care 
of what I regard as the rather defective or uncertain wording 
of the section just prior thereto. I understand that the purpose 
of the Senator from Montana is to permit the cooperative asso
ciations to join the stabilization corporations directly instead of 
merely holding the stock of stock or membership corporations. 
In other words, lie wants to bring the cooperative association 
closer to the stabilization corporation. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am not sure that purpose will be 
effected by anything in the amendment offered by me ; but ~ 
the Senator from Wisconsin is of that opinion, I have no objec
tion at all to making the change suggested by him. 

Mr. BLAINE. I observe, if the Senator will pardon the sug
gestion, that his amendment provides that " all cooperative asso
ciations possessing such qualifications "-that is, the qtialifica
tions adopted under the rules promulgated by the board-'' shall 
be permitted to join." I should assume that that would · mean 
any cooperative association organized under the laws of any 
State, and not just cooperative associations owning the stock 
of · stock or membership corporations. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is what I had in mind. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, before the Senator answers, 

may I ask the Sen~tor from Oregon whether the amendment 
which has just been offered by tbe Senator from Montana is 
acceptable to the committee? 

Mr. McNARY. When we reach that point I shall be glad to 
discuss it. The Senator from New York has the floor, and I 
assume desires t& discuss some phase of this question. I sug
gest that he go forward with his remarks. We are not con
sidering the amendment of the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. COPELAND. The only question I had in my mind was 
this: If the amendment offered by the Senator from Montana is 
acceptable, and can be disposed of, it might facilitate matters; 
but if it is argumentative--

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have a group of amendments 

more or less related. It probably will take some time to dis· 

I 
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pose of them. If the Senator desires to address the Senate, I 
suggest that he do so. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I send forward an amend
ment, which I ask to have read. I know it is not in order now, 
but I should like to have it read at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated for 
the information of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The Senator from New York offers the 
following amendment: On page 14, line 21, strike out "Such 
loans " and insert the following : 

No such loan for the construction, purchase, or lease of such facil
ities shall be made unless the cooperative association or stabilization 
corporation demonstrates to the satisfaction of the board that there 
are not available suitable existing facilities that will furnish their 
services to the association or corporation at reasonable rates and no 
such loan for tbe com;truction of such facilities shall be made unless 
the cooperative association or stabilization corporation demonstrates to 
the satisfaction of the board that suitable facilities are not available 
for use or for purchase or lease by the association or corporation at a 
reasonable price or rent. Loans. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will lie on the 
table. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President; I assume that the purpose 
of this amendment is made clear by its language. I did not 
prepare it. It was written by the able chairman of the com
mittee, the Senator from Oregon [I\Ir. McNARY]. Its purpose 
is to make clear to the board that it shall not use the funds of 
the corporation for duplicating facilities which are already in 
existence, provided satisfactory terms can be made with their 
owners. I hope that at the appropriate time this amendment 
may be adopted. 

I understand that the same language, or at least the same 
idea, is contained in the House bill. I assume there will be a 
willingness on the part of the Senate to accept this amendment. 
I sincerely hDpe so. . · 

There is great discontent in parts of my State, both lit the 
city and in the agricultural sections of the State, about .the bill 
which is pending. I wish to have read by the clerk a telegram, 
which I send to the desk. It shows the attitude of the growers 
of one agricultural product, one of the perishable products. It 
is a telegram from the growers of apples. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read the telegram. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
WILLIAMSON, N. Y., May 13, 19!9. 

lion. ROYAL S. COPF.LAND, 

Senate Office Building: 
As extensive apple growers ot western-New York we urgently appreci

ate your fight to exclude apples from farm rl:'lief bill. Please continue 
your efforts and insist on exclusion of appl~s from stabilization provisions 
on bill. Use best efforts to bring about reconsideration on Monday. 

F. w. CORNWALL. SAMUEL v ALORE. 

W. P. ROGERS . W. R. TEATS. 

GEO. STEVENSON. H. V. PEARSALL. 

FRED s. TODD ESTATE. GEO. A. MORSE. 

Eow ARD DERIGHT. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this telegram is placed in 
the RECORD in order that Senators may understand there are 
large groups of producers of agricultural products who are not 
satisfied with the present wording of the bill. 

Mr. WALSH of l\Ias~achusetts. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 

yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 
l\fr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator permit me 

to put in the RECORD at this point a similar telegram from mY 
own State on the subject he is now discussing? 

Mr. COPELAND. I am very happy to yield for that purpose. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to be 

printed in the REcoRD, as follows: 
BOSTON, MASS., May 13, 1929. 

Senator DAVID I. WALSH, 

Senate Office Building: 
Demand reconsideration and insist exclusion apples stabilization pro

vision farm relief bill. 
ALFRED W. Ous & Co. 

l\1r. COPELAND. Mr. President, I am very much concerned 
over a situation which I believe confronts our country. I do 
not suppose my concern is a matter of great importance, but 
there is growing an increasing division between the agricultural 
part of our country and the great cities. We have a conflict, a 
conflict of sentiment, a conflict of ideas. There is a lack of 

mutual understanding between the cl.ties and the rural districts. 
I want to say something about it. 

First, let me picture the attitude of the city. I ventured to 
vote for the debenture part of this bill. I voted twice for the 
equalization fee in the McNary-Haugen bill. I voted to pass 
that bill over the President's veto. On every occasion when I 
had an opportunity to do so, I voted for what I thought would 
help the farmers of America. 

In doing that, Mr. President, I think I was voting to help 
the residents of the cities of America. There can be no con
tinued prosperity in any part of our country unless there is 
prosperity in every part of our country. There can be no pros
pelity in the cities, where men and wo-men are employed, 
un1ess the manufactured products of the cities can be sold. 
The chief purchasers of those products are the farmers of 
America. 

I have read editorials in almost every metropolitan paper of 
my State condemning me for my attitude, saying that I voted 
against the best interests of my State when I voted as I did. 
Let us consider that criticism a little bit. 

One great editor, a friend of mine-and I respect him and 
admire him; I have real affection for him; I shall not under
take to quote his language, but the spirit of his comments-said 
that it is perfectly absurd to try by any sort of legislation to 
help the farmer. He said the farmers will prosper as the 
country prospers; th.a.t the farmers will benefit by the general 
prosperity of the country. Let us see if that is h·ue. 

As I said before, I always speak about the wheat farmer; 
I do not know anything about cotton. I was born in the 
North, wQere no cotton was raised. I was born on a· fllrm where 
wheat was raised. How can the wheat farmers of America 
prosper as those engaged in other industries in America pros
per? How is general prosperity going to help them any? 

Men can not eat any more bread than they are eating. There 
is no w.a.y materially to increase the consumption of breadstuffs. 
It is an entirely different thing . when we talk about automo-
biles. The demand for automobiles has not been satisfied. By 
advertising and high-powered salesmanship more families may 
be gotten to buy more automobiles. That will go on until every 
family is supplied, and when every family has both a Rolls
Royce and a Ford, then they will not buy any more automo-
biles; but we are a long way from that point. 

I spoke over the radio in London five or six years ago, and 
at that time there were only 10 radio sets in England. Now 
there are three and a half million radio sets in England. During 
tbese five or six years there has been developed a demand 
for radios, and those radios have been purchased. That has 
been good for the manufacturers of .radios. But are the people 
eating any more bread in England than they did six years ago? 
Certainly not. Not so much; there is a decline in the con4 

sumption of breadstuffs. 
Mr. FRaZIER. l\lr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. ' 
1\Ir. FRAZIER. I want to call the attention of the Senator 

from New York to the fact that instead of people using more 
bread they use less because of these radio talks by health 
experts and dietitians who go over the country advocating 
that the people should use whole-wheat bread. They cut down 
on tne use of bread and cut down on the use of potatoes, 
largely, and it makes a great difference in the prosperity of the 
farmer. 

1\Ir. COPELAND. 1\Ir. President, this all adds to my argu
ment. These health experts talk over the radio, write health 
articles, and advise people not to use so much starch. That is 
true; but the fact is, is it not, that we can not increase the 
prosperity of the farmer by any increa.se in the business pros
perity of the Nation? I think that is perfectly logical. I do 
not see how anybody can dispute it. 

There is only one way by which the farmer can be benefited, 
and that is by getting more money for his crop. If he can get 
more money per bushel for the wheat he raises, he is going 
to p:rosper accordingly. It is absurd to say that the general 
business prosperity of the country will help the farmer. It 
will not, because the demand for the farmers' products is a 
demand which has already been completely satisfied. I am 
sure I am right about that. If I am not, I would be glad to 
have somebody tell me I am mistaken. 

Other papers have said that any such vote cast by a New 
York Senator must be against the interests of the taxpayers 
of New York. Let us see about that. I have said here often, 
and I repeat it now for the sake of this argument, that people 
think about New York City as a great financial .center, and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART]-who is not in his seat 
just now-will rail about New York and the wickedness of 
New York. 
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People do not th.i.nk about New York as a manufacturing Some of you rail about New York City, about the" bejeweled 

city, do they? Yet my city of New York manufactures in bulk brokers" in my city, and imagine that they alone represent the 
and value more goods than the combined cities of Pittsburgh, manhood of New York. The people of the city of New York are 
Cincinnati, St. Louis, Milwaukee, Cleveland, Detroit, and Bos- just like the people of every other community in this great 
ton. More manufactured products are sent out of my city every country of ours. 
year than are manufactured in those great, so-called, manufac- I feel ·very mucl:t hurt to think that while I have gone the. 
turing cities. And where do those goods go? As I said the full limit of what I can do to help the farmers of "Iowa and 
other day, we make kimonas and overalls. We do not wear other States, yet when I present to the Senate an amendment to 
many of them in New York. You rarely see them on Broadway. the bill which seeks to preserve the commission and produce 

We sell those products to the farmers of America. Over business of New York and the other cities of my State, as well 
half the manufactured steel of this country is sold to the as the cities of other States in tliis country, that amendment is 
farmers. Am I voting against the interests of the taxpayers supported by only 11 votes, and only 4 of those besides my own 
of my city when I vote to help the farmer to bave an income came from the group which has voted for the debenture plan 
enough so that he can buy the manufactured products of my in the bill. Senators are willing to have us stand here and cast 
city and State? I know I am serving the citizens of my State our votes to help the farmers of the country, but they are un
by anything I can do to increase the buying power of the willing to cast their votes to help the people in my city by the 
farmers of America. I have no patience, to tell the truth, with tens and hundreds of thousands who work with their hands 
the criticisms which are passed upon Members of this body who just as hard as any farmer on the face of the earth. 
are voting and striving to increase the purchasing ability of Mr. BORAH. Mr. President--
the farmer. So much for that. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President-- York yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair). Does Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

the Senator from New York yield to the· Senator from Massa- Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator think be states that position 
cbusetts? · quite fairly? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. Mr. COPELAND. If I have stated it unfairly, I would be 
l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have observed that some of very glad indeed to be corrected. · 

the criticisms in the press editorials published in the press of Mr. BORAH. The Senator's amendment went much farther 
the Senator's State have attributed to him a political ambition than indicated by his present language. The Senator was pro
as the motive for his vote. I want to suggest that that could posing by his amendment to deny certain people in the United 
not have been said of the Senator's vote previous to the last States the right to enjoy the privileges of the bill if they 
election, when he voted for the McNary-Haugen bill. I repeat desired to do so. We in no way propose to interfere with the 
what I said before, that the Senator showed very great cour- commission merchants of New York. We simply state to them, 
age on the eve of the election in New York State in taking the "We do not think you ought to deny other people the right to 
position which he took, with the press of the State unitedly engage in enterprises and industries in accordance with the 
opposed to the McNary-Haugen bill. . terms of the bill if they desire to do so." 

Mr. COPELAND. I am very much obliged to my friend from Mr. COPELAND. Does not the Senator recognize as having 
Massachusetts, who is always kind and courteous, and who bas any value the statement which I made and repeated on occa
been particularly nice to me ever since I came to this body. sions that if there is written into the bill the right of the board 

I do not know just how pty fortunes will be affected by my to make use of the funds to be turned over to them, that very 
vote on the debenture plan. My State gave me a very generous state of affairs will create a psychology which will of necessity 
vote last fall when I sought to come back to the Senate. I had ruin the commission and produce people? 
the pleasure of carrying my city of New·York by a larger ma- Mr. BORAH. No; I do not admit that at all. I think the 
jority than anybody else ever received, about 550,000. So I did individual initiative, the capacity, the genius of the men who 
not suffer much on account of supiJ{)rting the equalization fee. 1 are now engaged in the commission business will enable them 
But that is entirely aside from the question at issue. to carry on their business so much inore successfully than can 

I am not disturbed by what the papers say, and I do not possibly be done under Government operation that they nee<l 
blame the editors. The editors of the New York papers are have no fear in that direction at all. The only reason why we 
expressing the sentiment of the bankers and business men of advocate the idea is because of the serious distress which exists 
my State. All of tl.lem think that there is something wrong in certain parts of the country where we think it may be of 
about any kind of legislation which bas to do with the better- some possible help to them. But I do not think for a moment 
ment of the farmer. that the Government is going to engage in the business so sue-

There will not be any trouble about it when it comes to the cessfully as to put out of business those whose genius has built 
tariff bill There will be almost unanimous support of it from up the different industries which the Senator is discussing. 
the press of my city. The editors who have been critical of my Mr. COPEL.Al\'D. I am very much obliged to the Senator 
vote on the debenture will be enthusiastic for the tariff abomina- from Idaho. There is no Member of the Senate who respects 
tion which is about to be presented to us. him more highly than I do. I have no doubt that with reference 

But this is perhaps more or less a sugar coating. I want to to foreign affairs and most matters that come before the Senate 
speak now of the misunderstanding on the part of farm and he is as well informed certainly as anybody, and perhaps better. 
agriculture of the people who l~ve in the cities. I am sorry the But when he talks about the commission business I fear be is 
Senator from Iowa [1\fr. BROOKHART] is not here at the mo- not on safe ground and I am going to try to show him why 
ment. Perhaps be will come in later. I have a paragraph right now. 
which I wanted to recite for his benefit, but I will omit it. Mr. BORAH. I will admit before the Senator starts that as 

I want to tell the Senate a little about New York City. We to the details and methods of carrying on the business I am 
have in the public schools of New York City 1.200,000 children. very illy informed, although by reason of a bill which I 
If we were to send out of New York City all the parents of sponsored I have spent a great deal of time in the last two 
those children and all the children of the rich who are in the years trying to inform myself and have come in c-ontact with 
private schools of New York-if we were to send out of New men who carry on the business, and I therefore think I know 
York City all the bankers and brokers, everybody except the something about it. Aside from that proposition the Senator, 
children in the public schools-New York City would be the without speaking disrespectfully of him, wanders from the 
fourth largest city in the United States. The school children subject. Does he think individual enterprise can not compete 
in New York City would, if they alone were counted, make it with governmental enterprise in this proposition 1 
the fourth largest city in the country. Mr. COPELAl'\"'D. I do. 

Who are those children? They are children from homes· Mr. BORAH. There is where we disagree and that I do 
where live people just like the citizens of Iowa, Nebraska, know something about. 
Idaho, Michigan, North Dakota, and Montana; the same kind Mr. COPELAND. I am going to try to inform the Senator 
of folks, the same kind of people. They are not children from from Idaho something about the commission business. I am 
homes of the rich. Most of them are from homes of parents going to take poultry and poultry products as an example. 
who must work. Poultry and poultry products comprise an industry that is 

Let me point out that thousands upon thousands, tens of third or fourth in the country. I think we may say that 
thousands of those children, come from homes where the dairy products come first, with about $3,000,000,000; corn, 
father works for some produce man or some commission man. with $2,000,000,000; cotton, $1,250,000,000; and the poultry 
Wl1en something is done in the Senate to hurt the commission business comes fourth. The poultry and poultry products of 
and produce business in the country, something has been done the country have the e.norm'ous value of $1,250,000,000. 
that will lower the standard of living of tens of thousands of We receive every year in the city of New York $200,000,000 
families in my city. Are you willing to do that? worth of poultry-$200,000,000 worth! We take into New 
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York City every we-ek about 200 cars of live poultry, poul
try that comes from Missouri and Indiana-I think no poultry 
CIJmes from Idaho or Montana-200 cars of live poultry! How 
is that ·handled? I will tell the Senator from Idaho bow it 
is handled. 

A car is loaded in Indiana with chickens. It is put on the 
track, and· immediately the shipper draws on the commission 
merchant in New York for $4,000. That means that every 
wef::k almost $1,000.000--$800,000, to be more exact-<>f money is 
actually sent to Indiana, Mis ·ouri, Kau:sas! and N~braska, 
and other poultry-shipping States, and It IS sent m cash. 
Where does the commission m'erchant get that amount of 
money? I never saw a poultry commission merchant in my 
life who bad $800,000 or $200,000. He borrows it from the 
banks. The banks advance the money. 

Does the Senator think the banks of New York would ad
vance any money to pay for poultry i~ th~ bankers of. New 
York believe that the Government is gomg mto the busmess? 
If he does think that, be does not know the bankers of New 
York. They will not do it. 

I may say to the Senator from Idah? that if t~e measure 
prevails without an amendm'~nt exempting ~e articles ~h~ch 
I have been discussing which are dealt m by commiSSIOn 
merchants and produce' merchants, the Senator is doing a 
thing that will do more to ruin the potato business of Idaho 
than any other vote he ever cast possibly could do. 

What I have said about poultry can be said about every 
other edible product, and I speak with some degree of au~hor
ity on that subject. For many years-and I am sure thts is 
no immodest statement, but is a simple statement. of fac~
through my official position I learn-ed much of these mdustnes. 
I had supervision of such industries, so I speak by the card 
when I say these things. 

Many of the products in ques?on are handled b? commis
sion merchants in New York City. Let me menbon apples 
in particular. 1\Iuch of the money to finance commission 
merchants to handle apples comes from England, because the 
English are the great purchasers of American apples. Ameri
can apples are exported to England, and English capital sup
plies the commission merchants with funds . to handle them. 
If the bill passes as written, 'it will not only r.ui.n the pota.to 
business · of Idaho but it will ruin the apple busmess "Of VIr
ginia, West Virginia, New York, and o~er States of the 
Union. · 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President---
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 

York yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Some time ago a comiD.ittee. of 

which I am a member, conducting an investigation into the 
operations of the California Fruit Growers' Association, con
sisting of a federation of cooperative associations of the St~te 
of California dealing in citrus fruits, discloSed the followmg 
fact: As I recall, they have in each of the leading cities of the 
Union, and I suppose, of course, in the city of New York, a 
bonded agent of their own who, as I.u~derstand the matter,. per
forms all the functions of a commission merchant; that Is to 
say the bonded agent receives the fruit and sells it to the retail 
deaier. In other words the ordinary commission merchant of 
the city of New York do~ not handle the California citrus fruits 
at all. . 

Mr. COPELAND. That is true. That is one product m 
connection with the distribution of which there has been enough 
capital so that it has not been necessary to m~ke the ordinary 
u ·es of the commission merchant. 

Mr. W .ALSH of Montana. The question I wish to address 
the Senator is, if in that way the commission merchant ~as 
not been driven out of business, why should the Senator thmk 
that the commission merchant's business will be destroyed if, 
for instance a stabiliza,tion ~rporation dealing with poultry 
shall be org~nized and that stabilization corporation shall en
deavor to dispose of the products of the member organizations 
in exactly the same manner as the California fruit growers dis
pose of their products? 

Mr COPELAND. I have no fear at all that the Government 
would actually spend money enough to reproduce the intricate 
machinery in the way of terminals, refrigerators, slaughter
houses warehouses elevators, and all that sort of thing, neces
sary t~ do that wo~·k. Apparently I failed to choose language 
to make clear my idea: It is the fear that the Government may 
do this which will ruin the financial credit of these men. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What has happened to the cre_dit 
of those merchants in the city of New York who were handling 
the California fruit product pr~or to the organization of the 
California Fruit _Growers' ~oclation 7 

Mr. COPELAND. Some of those men have been able to go 
on with their work, but, as ~ matter of fact, by the cooperative 
movement which originated in Califo~ia and which affected 
many cities, the commission merchants in that particular line 
were practically put out of business. That is what happened. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is to say, the cooperatives 
were able to provide themselves with a better class of service 
than they theretofore had? • 

Mr. COPELAND. I am not prepared to say that it was a 
better class of service. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. At least it supplanted the former 
service? 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. Now, I will go further and help the 
Senator in his argument. We have in our section of the country 
one of the greatest cooperatives in existence, I think-the 
Dairymen's League. It is a wonderful organization ; I take 
pride in it. It has accomplished wonderful things for the dairy 
farmers of New York, of Massachusetts, of Pennsylvania, of 
New Jersey, and the adjoining States. It has gone on and pur
chased not only creameries in the country and milk plants, but 
it has gone into the city and has established there pasteurization 
plants; it has even controlled distribution to some extent. 
Ultimately, perhaps, it may take over the whole industry. 

I think the citrus-fruit growers have done very much the same 
things, and possjbly wisely. But there must be an interim ; 
there must be a period of 'time before a potato cooperative, a 
poultry eooperative, an egg cooperative, an apple cooperative, a 
pear cooperative, a plum cooperative, and peach and chel'ry and 
broccoli and cantaloupe cooperatives are ready to do business. 
The business of the producers of most fruits and vegetables is 
prospering through the efforts of the commission merchants of 
New York. If the Senator's ideas shall prevail, the fear that 
the Government will actually repro~uce all of the machine~y of 
those institutions will deter capital, the banks, from furnishing 
the necessary money to operate the produce houses of New York 
and other cities. 
· Mr. WALSH of Montana. I simply rise again, if the Senator 
will pardon me, to remark that that is a situation which results 
from the organization of ... cooperatives all along down the line. 
Out in my section of country some years ago, indeed, for many 
years, 1t was thought by the farmers th_at they did not ge~ a 
square deal ·from the men who were buymg wheat for the bne 
elevator companies and other institutions; so they concluded to 
establish cooperative associations to handle their own product. 
They did so. They built elevators, . which elevators ran in com
petition with the elevators of the companies, and in a great 
many places the private buyers_ bad to go out of business, 
becaru;e the cooperatives took all of the business in the locality. 

The point I am making, Mr. President, if the Senator will do 
me the honor to attend to that, is that the cooperative associa
tion in all its essence is organized upon the theory and upon the 
basis that the old machinery by which their products were 
handled, not b:y themselves through cooperation at all, but by 
commission agents, is an expensive and unsatisfactory one. So 
the argument which the Senator makes, it seems to me, is an 
argument against the whole cooperative system. 

Mr. -COPELAND. Mr. President, I think it is undoubtedly 
true as the Senator from Montana has suggested, that there 
hav~ been dishonest men enga-ged in handling limited quantities 
of these products. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I should like to interrupt the 
Senator at that point. It is not a mere matter of dishonesty, but 
the contention was that there was a waste there, that the 
middlemen's profits ought not to be taken away either from the 
consumer on the one hand or the producer upon the other, but 
they ought to be brought together through these cooperative or
ganizations, and thus cut out-as it is expressed-the middle
men's profits. 

Mr. COPELAND. 1\Ir. President, I can u:aderstand that when 
it comes to a product so widely grown as are wheat or corD: or 
cotton, it is impossible by any ordinary system of cooperation, 
by a local group or a large group, to handle that product. That 
·is the reason why I am willing to go as far as the Senator from 
Montana wishes to go with reference to those groups; but when 
it comes to apples and various other perishables there has been 
no complaint on the part of the raisers of those products and 
no such demand for a new system. 

Mr. BORAH. Oh, yes; Mr. President, there has been a vast 
amount of complaint all through the country. 

Mr. COPELAND. But it was a complaint that related to 
certain trade practices of a certain limited number of persons. 
The Senator's bill-and a good bill I think it is, as he has modi
fied itr--is intended to prevent the methods used by the un
worthy men in the i~dustry. 
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1\Ir. BORAH. Mr. President, I readily concede, anyone must 

concede, that there are a vast number of people engaged in the 
commission business who ·are able and of unquestionable in
tegrity ; but there are those connected with that industry of 
whom that can not be said. 
. 1\Ir. COPELAND. There would be no need of any law against 

intoxication or horse stealing or anything else if all the people 
were good. Laws are not enacted to control those persons who 
desire to be decent. Regulatory enactments are intended to take 
care of those persons in trade and commerce who are not " on 
the level," if I may use that expression. But the bill itself and 
the thought which the Senator from Idaho has and ttie thought 
in the mind of the Senator from Montana go far beyond that. 
In the view of the Senator from Montana the bill should go into 
au industry dealing in products that needs no such regulation· 
and aid and assistance. Indeed, by the very effort to regulate 
and to aid we are doing the things which will destroy the indus
try by undermining its foundation of credit. 

I speak feelingly because I believe that there is about to be 
imposed upon the great commission and produce business in the 
cities of America a grave injustice and a grave wrong which 
will destroy the very agency needed to deal with these products 
of the farm. 

I have distinguished company in the positioo which I take. 
The President of the United States used to be Secretary of 
Commerce--:-I think perhaps we have not forgotten that fact
and I quote from him while he was Secretary of Commerce: 

I do not know of any, even of our highest developed cooperatives, 
that have not found it advantageous to maintain the private distributor 
and wholesaler in the cities. He pe:.-forms a vital economic function, 
and responsible men do it with great competence. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. · 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Referring now to the California 

Fruit Growers' Association, my recollection is that in the devel
opment of that organization they frequently-indeed, I think it 
was the rule-made use of the individuals and the organizations 
theretofore engaged in exactly that line of business. That is to 
say, a man who was in the commission business in the State of 
New York was constituted the agent and representative of the. . 
Fruit Growers' Association. 'Vby is it not reasonable to assume 
that exactly the same thing will be done by the men who organ
ize a stabilization corporation? Instead of putting a green man 
who does not know anything at all about the business in charge 
iu the city of New York, instead of building entirely independ
ent storage warehouses and that kind of thing, is it not quite 
reasonable to assume that the man who bas built up a success
ful business and who has the facilities, will be utilized by the 
Government organbation? 

Mr. COPELAND. I have no doubt that is what will happen; 
but, in my judgment, it will also happen that he will be work
ing on a salary for the cooperative; he will be out of business 
as an independent merchant. His talent will be utilized, but a 
great industry which has grown up through the years will be 
ruined and those who built it up will become hirelings merely 
of an organization which will reach out farther and farther into 
the cities of the country, destroying private ·initiative. 

Confirmato.ry of what the Senator from Montana said about 
the California Fruit Growers' Exchange, Mr. G. Harold Powen, 
who before his death, I think, was the general manager of the 
California Fruit Growers' Exchange, stated that the services 
of the wholesaler in the city markets could never be dispensed 
with, and it was the intention of the exchange to utilize his serv
ices at all times. That was their purpose. 

And Mr. Wells A. Sherman, the chief marketing specialist of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the Department of 
Agriculture, in charge of the fruit and vegetable division, in his 
book entitl-ed "Merchandising Fruits and Vegetables," states: 

• • • The wholesale handlers of fruits and vegetables are among 
the keenest and most enterprising business men of Amectca. Especially 
is this true of those who operate over large areas. Had they and the 
growers whom they finance waited for a visible and measura!)le demand 
before they produced, comparatively few eastern consumers would as yet 
have tasted a cantaloupe from California or Rocky Ford; California 
ar tichokes ; broccoli, or winter cauliflower; onions of the Bermuda t ype, 
or any of a dozen other well-known vegetables now in large supply. 
• • * The Nation owes a profound debt of gratitude to the pioneer
ing, venturesome, crea tive faith of the men who have added so richly 
t o ou r choice of fresh foods. * * • 

That is the testimony of Mr. Sherman, but we propose now to 
put this industry out of business, and that is what we will do, 
because we can not expect that with this limited amount of 
money it will be possible to build there tremendous terminals 
and provide all the other machinery for f1·uit and vegetables, 
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as well as wheat, com, and cotton. Let me say something about 
that. Out in Pittsburgh a platform a fifth of a mile in length 
has just been built for the reception of these fruits and vege
tables. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 

York yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 
Mr. COPELAl~D. I do. 
Mr. SIMMONS. I should like to ask the Senator a question. 

Does not the whole cooperative association movement that is 
incorporated in this bill necessarily interfere with the class of 
dealers to which the Senator has referred in the various products 
that are embraced in its operations? 

For instance, take tobacco: When the cooperative associations 
were organized in the States of North Carolina, South Caro
lina, and Vir~nia they bought warehouses, and they were soon 
involved in a fierce warfare with the old warehouse people. 
They said, " If this thing is a success it will destroy our ware
houses. We are forced, therefore, to sell them to the cooper
atives at their own price in order to save our property from 
destruction." · 

Does not the cooperative system in the case of any farin prod
uct necessarily involve an interference with dealers in that 
commodity? 

1\Ir. COPELAND. I think undoubtedly it does. 
1\lr. Sil\IMONS. And a!"e the dealers in the Senator's city 

any differently situated frpm those handling other products? 
Mr. COPELAND. No; but, Mr. President, I suppose there is 

no reason why the Government should not go into the auto
mobile business and the banking business and the doctor busi
ness. We could go ahead and engage in all the present privately 
conducted enterprises; but this is my point: If Senators de
si.re to go so far as to appropriate enough money to duplicate 
the machinery necessary to carry on these various activities 
and to do all the necessary things, all right; I have no more 
to say. It is for the country to decide if it wants to go into 
the commission business. 

But the tbing th~t I have .tried to make clear, and appar: 
ently-I do not succeed, is that the Government will not do this. 
Tb,ere is not enough money carried by this bill to accomplish 
the building _ of the terminals and the other machinery neces
sary to take care of ·fruits and vegetables, too. But, mark 
you, the very fact that it is written in the bill that it may be 
done is the thing which will ruin the credit of men in . these 
industries. In consequence, the vegetable and · produce and 
fruit people of the South and West and every part of the 
country will suffer because of the club which has been l'aised 
over the industry and which may at any time descend upon its 
hea!l to destroy it. The fear of what may happen will de
stroy the credit of the commission men, and in that way be 
as effectively harmful as actually to duplicate their plants. 
. Mr. President, I ask that there be included in my. remarks at 
this point a letter which I received to-day from the general 
manager and secretary of the National League of Commission 
Merchants. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The letter is as follows : 

NATIONAL LEAGUB Oi' COMMISSION MERCHANTS 
OF THII UNlTED 8TATBS, . 

Washington, D. C., May JJ, 19!9. 
Hon. RoYAL S . . COPELAND, 

U-nited States Senator, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SENATOR CoPELAND: Responsive to your request, I take 

much pleasure in setting forth the aims and purposes of the National 
League of Commission Merchants, as well as some comments with 
respect to the fresh fruit and vegetable industry. For a clear under· 
standing of this letter, you are advised that the general t erm " re
ceiver" is accepted by the trade to mean commission merchants, whole
salers, distributors, and jobbers. 

The league was organized in 1893, and therefore is entering upon 
its thirty-seventh year of successful and continuous operation_ Its 

· membership comprises 750 of the leading and most responsible re
ceivers and shippers of fresh fruits and vegetables located in the eastern 
half of the count ry. While relatively few in number, yet it is esti
mated that the members handle approximately 50 per cent of the ton· 
nage on the Atlantic seaboard. 

It was created for t he purpose of protecting and promoting the gen· 
eral welfare of the trade by concentrated action in developing construc
tive legislation; in collecting and disseminating information; in 
improving business methods; in resisting discriminations against and 
exactions upon the trade; in demanding integrity and financial respon
sibility ; and in the protection of all, so far as possible, from fraud, 
misrepresentation, and injustice. It has ever been zealous in carrying 
out these aims • . 
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Tbe teague is the trade association of the receiver and shipper of fresh 

fruits and vegetables. As such, it has ever been on the alert to bring 
about improvements in the marketing of these commodities to the 
financial advantage of the produeer and the satisfaction of the consumer. 
We keenly realize that upon the prosperity of the producer and the 
satisfaction of the consun1er depends the prosperity of the receiver and 
shipper. That this alertness on the part of the receivers and this 
association has been rewarded is evidenced by the following accom
plishments, all of which have been to the mutual advantage of everyone 
concerned ani! could have been brought about only through united 
action: . 

Terminals: Improved and modern terminal facilities in <>peration at 
New York City, Philadelphia, Boston, and Pittsburgh. New terminals 
In course of construction at Detroit and Cleveland, and being consid
ered in numerous other cities. These new terminals are stupendous 
undertakings-the one at Pittsburgh having a selling platform nearly 
a fifth of a· mile in length, while the one at Detroit wni cover nearly 
30 acres. They are all the result of the vision and faith of the receiv
ers in the future of the industry and their desire to be of service to the 
producer and consumer. . 

Refrigeration : Vast improvements in the science of refrigerated 
transportation. Uniformity in the rules, regulations, and charges for 
handling ·perishable traffic through the means of perishable protective 
tariff. The expenditure of large sums of money in the successful con
summation of numerous traffic cases before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission involving huge savings to the producer in transportation 
and refrigeration charges, and the removal of unreasonable and unjust 
roles and regulations covering perishable shipments. 

Trade ethics : The formulation and adoption of the standard rules 
and definitions of trade terms, thus assisting in removing many causes 
for controversy through misunderstanding of trading terms. The 
acceptance of the principles of business conduct promulgated by the 
United States Chamber of Commerce. The formulation and adoption 
of a satisfactory arbitration system for arbitrating controversies be
tween league members and others. 

Legislation: The enactment of constructive legislation, such as the 
various standard container laws. Amendments to the interstate com
merce act. Standardization and grading of commodities. Inspection 
service, and appropriations for research work by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, etc. 

Government: Close cooperation between the Government departments 
and the industry, and the furnishing of accurate information with 
respect to the industry to those governmental departments seeking such 
information. 

Trade promotion : The inauguration of a produce-merchandising sur
vey designed to stimulate greater consumption of fruits and vegetables 
through improved wholesale and retail methods of merchandising, dis
play, advertising, etc. The efficient receiver not only sells fruits and 
vegetables, but also sells ideas to his retail outlets. 

So much for the work of the trade association of the receiver and 
shipper. 

Now let us consider some phases of the industry concerning which 
there appears to be some misunderstanding. 

In studying the debates in Congress and listening to the testimony 
given at congressional helll'ings. it is noted that some of your distin
guish'ed colleagues and others appear to be rather vague in their under
standing of the industry, 

It is sometimes bandied about that receiv.ers are opposed to coopera
tive marketing associations. This is incorrect. Some of the largest 
cooperative marketing associations are members of the league. Far
seeing receivers encourage the formation of such associations for, as 
a rule, they mean standardized and graded commodities, which promote 
more efficient and speedier merchandising of such commodities. Re
ceivers welcome competition in terminal markets from cooperative 
marketing associations, but they do n<>t relish, and justly so, such 
competition when it is based on aid from Government :fUnds. 

It is sometimes stated by those without a clear understanding of 
the industry that the service.s of a receiver, as a middleman, should 
be dispensed with. Far-seeing and progressive producers of fruits and 
vegetables do not agree with this thought. They recognize the sound 
principle that the performer of a particular function may be destroyed, 
but that tbe particular function itself can not be destroyed. They are 
also in agreement that the receiver performs a vital economic function 
in scientifically marketing their products. However, let those in au
thority speak on the subject. Listen to the following: 

President Hoover, while Secretary of Commerce, stated as follows: 
" • • I do not know of any, even of our highest developed eo
operatives, that have not :found it advantageous to maintain the pri· 
vate distributor and wholesaler in the cities. He performs a vital 
economic function, and responsible men do. 1t with great com
petence. • • •" 

Mr. G. Harold Powell, wbo before his death was general manager 
of the California Fruit Growers Exchange, stated that the services 
of the wholesaler in the city markets C<>uld never be dispensed with, 
nnd that it was the intention of the exchange to utilize these l!ervices 
at all times. 

Mr. Wells A. Shennan, chief marketing specialist, Bureau of Agri
cultural Economics, United States Department of A.,ariculture, in charge 
of the fruit and vegetable division, in his book, entitled "Merchandis
Ing Fruits and Vegetables," states that: " • • • . The wholesale 
handlers of fruits and vegetables are among the keenest and most enter
prising business men of America. Especially is this true of those who 
operate over large areas. Had they and the growers whom they finance 
waited for a visible and measurable demand before they produced, com· 
paratively few eastern consumers would as yet have tasi.ed a cantaloupe 
from California or Rocky Ford, California artichokes, broccoli, or winter 
cauliflower, onions of the Bermuda type, or any of a dozen other wGll· 
known vegetables now in large supply. • • • The Nation owes a 
profound debt of gratitude to the pioneering, venturesome, creative 
faith of the men who have added so richly to our choice of fresh 
foods • • •." 

Rather loose statements are sometimes made and unfortunately in 
high places, in many instances, that receivers, as a class, at·e dis
honest, fail to make proper returns, destroy produce, etc. 

We admit that there are dishonest persons in the industry, but no 
more so than in any other industry. Investigation of such statements 
bas usually developed the fact that they are unfounded or that in some 
instances a dishonest receiver has been uncovered and properly pun
ished. It is significant that unuer the produce agency act, an act 
designed to apprehend dishonest commissi<>n merchants and which 
became law on March 1, 1927, there bas been a sur·prlsing lack · of 
complaints, and the first conviction under the law was secured only 
the 'other day. 

This organization has no sympathy with the inefi1ctent and dishonest 
receiver, nor has it any sympathy with the inefficient producer who 
gives greater weight to the quotations made him than to the financial 
responsibility and personal integrity of his marketing connections. We 
are a.t all times endeavoring to drive out of business the irresponsible 
" fly-by-night" type of receiver, but we are hampered in our efforts 
by the unthinking producer who without regard to the consequences 
ships his· products to the irresponsible receiver, and then when injured 
thereby raises a hue and cry against all receivers as a class. This is 
a broad statem~t, but I am firmly convinced of its accuracy by the 
appeals that come to me from producers seeking assistance in the 
collection of their money. 

The great mass of producers have been taught by the Government 
bow to produce efficiently. The Government should now embark on a 
general campaign of education to teach the gFeat mass of producP.rs how 
to -market intelligently. This, in my estimation, would be real farm 
reUef in so far as the perishable industry is concerned. 

It is my earnest endeavor, as well as those who labor with me in 
the management of this association, to cultivate a closer r elationship 
between the producer and the receiver, which relationship will afford a 
basis for that mutuality of confidence and· cooperation which is so 
essential for the success of the perishable industry and those engaged 
in it. We solicit the aid of everyone in this laudable effort. 

On behalf of our officers and members, I thank you for your great 
interest in the industry and for your inquiry. 

With expressions of my highest esteem for you, I am, 
Very truly yours, FJ. L. RoBERTs, 

General Manager ana Secretary. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. ·President, I told you a little bit about 
my city. You know nothing about its poverty; we hear only 
of its wealth. How many of you know that we have a square 
mile in our city-1 square mile; now, you think about that 
area somewhere in the country-where live 500,000 persons, a 
half million in 1 square mile, where 12 live in 3 rooms, where 
4 sleep in the kitchen every night. They would have to go out 
and die if they did not have some sort of employment. Even 
those meager quarters cost money. 

.Are you going to impose a further burden upon the poor of 
the cities and upon those who labor with their hands? Are you 
going to destroy what in my own city is one of the chief indus
tries, the commission and produce business? 

I remember one time a snowstorm, one of those rare things 
we have in New York, where down on West Street-the wide 
street that fronts on the river on the west side, a street that is 
always filled with trucks carrying fruits and vegetables and 
potatoes and oranges and eggs and poultry and all the other 
things-it was impossible. for them to move because of the 
snow. The street was completely blocked. It was abso
lutely im'possible to move. If you pass this bill, you are 
going to block the whole commission business and the handling 
of the produce and the fruits and vegetables of the country. 
They are going to be stalled in a storm just as those trucks 
carrying vegetables and fruits were stalled at the time I 
mention. 

You find fault with us because we ridicule the needs of the 
farmer. We have just exactly the same right to find fault with 
you because you fail to appreciate the plight of those who dwell 
in the cities. We haye a pght tQ app~l to you. 
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Mr. President, there is enough to do through the operation of 

this bill to take care of wheat and cotton and corn, the major 
staple crops. Let us begin with them. If we find a successful 
operation through such legislation as this, then, if you see fit 
to go into the whole business of edible products, all agricultural 
products, all right. But let us not begin now with nothing more 
effective than simply to threaten an industry. By making it 
possible for the board to lend money for that purpose is a 
proposal which will be taken seriously in certain quarters. Let 
us not make that threat when we know very well it will not 
be carried out. It is too important a matter to trifle with when, 
becatlse of the threat, the credit of these men will be ruined 
and the industry destroyed. 

So I beg Senators not alone to vote for and adopt the 
amendment which I sent up to the desk, but to reconsider the 
action by which it was determined that the produce and com
mission men must be sent to the poorhouse. It seems incredible 
that we were able to muster on1y 11 votes-only 11 votes-and, 
as I said, with the exception of my own, only 4 votes from those 
who voted for the debenture. Do not repeat that punishment, I 
beg of you. 

You ask us of the cities to vote this way or that way to 
further the cause of agriculture. Now I make the same appeal 
to you. Strike out from the bill the vegetables and the fruits, 
in order that we in the cities may continue to enjoy some degree 
of prosperity and to offer employment for the workers in our 
greater centers of population. 

Mr. STECK obtained the floor. 
Mr. MoNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SACKETT in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator ·from Oregon? 
Mr. STECK. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum is 

suggested. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Fletcher King Sheppard 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Shortridge 
Barkley George McKellar Simmons 
Bingham Gillett McMaster Smoot 
Black Glass McNary Steck 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf Steiwer 
Blease Goff Moses Stephens 
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck Swanson 
Brookhart Gould Norris Thomas, Idaho 
Broussard Greene Nye Thomas, Okla. 
Burton Hale Oddie Townsend 
Capper Harris Overman '.frammell 
Caraway Harrison Patterson Tydings 
Connally Hastings Phipps Vandenberg 
Copeland Hawes Pine Wagner 
Couzens Hayden Pittman Walcott 
Cutting Hebert Ransdell Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Heflin Reed Walsh, Mont. 
Deneen Bowell Robinson, Ark. Warren 
Dill Johnson Robinson, Ind. Waterman 
Edge Kean Sackett Watson 
l!'ess Keyes Schall Wheeler 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-eight Senators having 
answered to their names, there is a quorum present. The Sena
tor from Iowa [Mr. STECK] is entitled to the floor. 

1\fr. STECK. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend
ment, which has been printed and lying on the table, and ask 
that the clerk read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 15, after line 13, the Sena

tor from Iowa proposes to insert as a n~w subsection to section 
6 the following : 

The board may make loans to cooperative associations, the proceeds 
of the loans to be used for assisting the cooperative- association in 
acquisition by purchase, construction, or otherwise, of facilities and 
equipment for the preparing, handling, storing, processing, and sale of 
cornstalks, wheat, oat, and rice straw, cotton stalks, cane stalks, and 
other like agricultural commodities. Such loans made under this sub
division may be secured by marketing contracts of members of coopera
tive associations and be required to be paid, together with interest 
thereon, within a period of 20 years by means of a charge to be de
ducted from the proceeds of the sale or other disposition of each unit 
of tbe agricultural commodity delivered to the cooperative association, 
or may be secured in such other manner as, in the judgment of the 
board, is adequate. The aggr-egate amount of loans for the purpose of 
this subdivision, outstanding and unpaid at any one time, shall not 
exceed $25,000,000. 

Mr. STECK. l\Ir. President, the sedion which would be 
added by the amendment is practically in the words of subsec
tion (c) of section 6 of the bill. 

In reading over the bill now before the Senate I noticed that 
there is no definition of "agricultural commodity." Probably 
the term itself will cover everything which has been commonly 

known and commonly handled as an agricultural commodity, 
but there has been a . new business growing up, especially in 
the Middle West which might not be recognized under the 
terms of the bill as it is written, and it is the purpose of the 
amendment to cover that business. 

There has been growing slowly but surely throughout the 
Middle West and the South an industry which is using up the 
waste products of the farm which have been named in the 
amendment, · like cornstalks, different sorts of straw, cotton 
stalks, and so on. If the farm bill which we have before us, 
and which will undoubtedly be passed by the Congress, is to 
bring relief and be of help to the agricultural industry, I and 
others wish to see this special industry brought within the 
terms of the bill. 

In 1925 we imported 1,448,425 tons of standa~d newsprint, 
valued at $103,717,000, and in the same year imported 1,491,988 
tons of wood pulp for the manufacture of paper, valued at 
$81,864,000. 

It is estimated that in 1928 we imported about 2,500,000 tons 
of standard newsprint, valued at $200_,000,000, and during the 
same year, 1928, imported approximately 2,000,000 tons of wood 
pulp, costing approximately $150,000,000. 

Along the same line there has been a very instructive article 
printed in The American Press for the month of April, 1929, 
written by Mr. Frank Parker Stockbridge, a.nd I wish to read 
at this point just an excerpt from that article: 

The big, unchallenged fact which staree the newspaper business of 
the United States in the face whenever attention is turned to the news
print situation is that the press of this country is absolutely at the 
mercy of Cana.da for its supply of the raw material of which news
papers ar~ made. The United States does not produce and can not 
produce enough wood pulp to supply our own demand. 

FIGURES INDICATE DANGER FOR AMERICAN PUBLISHERS 

Out of about 4,000,000 tons of newsprint produced in North America 
in 1928 Mexico contributed less than 17,000 tons, Newfoundland about 
230,000 tons, the United States less than 1,41&.000 tons, and Canada 
all the rest, some 2,381,000 tons. The total production of newsprint 
in North America was about 7 per cent greater than in the preceding 
year, but all of that increase and more was outside of the United 
States. This country's output of newsprint fell nearly 5 per cent 
below the 1921 figures; Canada's increased 14 per cent over 1927. 

And on top of American production the newspapers of the United 
States imported 117,000 tons of newsprint from Europe. 

Those are figures to think about. They mean only one thing. They 
mean that we are rapidly exhausting the forest resources of the United 
States available for wood-pulp production and that unless we discover 
and utilize other mat~rials than wood pulp for paper making the time 
is coming, and coming swiftly, when the publlshers of the United States 
will buy all of their newsprint from Canada and Europe and pay what
ever price the foreign producers unrestrainect by antitrust laws choose 
to ask for it. 

I also find in a new magazine published by the senior Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER], entitled "Public Affairs Magazine," 
for May, 1929, on the editorial page the following editorial. on 
this subject : 

CANADA LEADS IN PAPER 

Ca!lada is leading the world in the manufacture of newsprint paper. 
It exports more newsprint than all the rest of the world combined. 

This is one of the romances of modern industry. Twenty years ago 
Canada's output of newsprint was 363,079 tons. Last year it was more 
than 3,800,000 tons. Its value in 1908 was $38,000,000; last year, 
$125,000,000. 

More than 29,880 persons are employed in the paper mills of Canada 
and the pay roll exceeds $44,000,000. 

Canada's 115 paper mills are making large gaps in the Dominion's 
vast forests, aided by the sawmills. One of the world's greatest needs 
is the discovery of other materials just as good as wood pulp for paper 
making. Farm waste now appears to offer a good substitute. Some
thing like that which can be had in immense quantities is needed to 
supply demand. 

That editorial, as I have stated, is from a magazine published 
by ARTHUR CAPPER, who, as I said, is the senior Senator from 
Kansas. 

As we are rapidly exhausting the forest products of the United 
States available for wood-pulp production, we must continue to 
depend more and more upon Canada and other countries for our 
supply of newsprint and wood pulp for manufacture of news
print and otber paper products unless we take advantage of 
other home-grown products which can, under new but absolutely 
proven methods, manufacture paper products from cornstalks 
and other agricultural commodities which are now largely 
wasted. 

There are already in existence several plants which are suc
cessfully making paper products fi·om cornstalks. Near Dayton, 
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:ohio, the Oxford-Miami Paper Co. has produced a fine grade 
of book paper of 60 per cent cornstalks, which is better in every 
respect than the all-wood book paper. 

The Champion Coated Paper Co., which has the largest coat
ing mills in the world at Hamilton, Ohio, has made a fine grade 
of bond paper and coated paper which can not be distinguished 
from its best standard product, substituting cornstalks for 70 
per cent of the wood-sulphite pulp. 

The Hopper Paper Co., at Taylorville, Dl., has produced high
grade newsprint, book, and bond papers with blends up as high 
as 85 per cent of cornstalk. . 
- The Corn Stalks Products Co., of Danville, Ill., is now pro
ducing from 40 to 50 tons of corn pulp daily and is unable to 
keep up with the demand. The manager of the company, Mr. 
Harding, states that they could find a market for 300 tons of 
cornstalk pulp every day. 

The Maizewood Corporation, at Dubuque, Iowa, is making 
paper products froni cornstalk and other waste products of the 
farm. There is also a plant in Louisiana which is making a 
fine grade of paper from rice straw. 

The May 3, 1929, issue of Wallace's Farmer, which was for
merly edited and published by Henry C. Wallace, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, was what was called a "cornstalk ~ition," 
being printed on paper made largely of cornstalk ·pulp, and I 
want to read a short editorial from that i§sue. Jt, .is headed, 
·•' Cornstalk Paper," and reads: 

CORNSTALK PAPER 

· Wallace's Farmer is printed this week on cornstalk paper, which 
is a mixture of cornstalk pulp and ground wood pulp. The corn
stalk pulp came from the Corn Stalk Products Co., of Danville, Ill., 
but the final manufacturing was done by the Watab Mill'S, of Sartell, 
Minn., ~hich have furnished us with our regular wood-pulp paper 
for some years. 

Probably the time has not yet come when it will be economical 
and desirable for farm papers to use cornstalk paper exclusively, 
However, wood-pulp pa~r is getting scarcer .right along, and, as 
experimenting continues with cornstalks, we would not be at all 
surprised if cornstalk pulp began to replace wood pulp more and more 
in the manufacture of paper. 

~he cornstalk paper mills of the future will be located where there 
1s both an abundance of cornstalks readily available and plenty -Of 
·water. To conserve the soil fertility of those sections where . corn
stalks are sold to the factories, it will · be essential to work out rota
tio,ns containing plenty of such soil-building legumes as sw~t clover. 
The only good evidence which is thus far available indicates that a 
ton of cornstal'ks has a crop-producing power of around $3, witQ. corn 
at 70 cents a bushel and oats at 40 cents a bushel. We trust, there
fore, that the cornstalk industries which are built up will be able to 
pay the farrne.rs a net of at least $3 a. ton. We believe that this 
wm be readily" possible after the industries are well established and 
after machines are· perfected for harvesting the stalks with a minimum 
of labor. . 

In the immediate future we believe that probably more tons of 
cornstalks will be used in the manufacttire of wall board than In the 
manufacture of paper. Nevertheless, cornstalks will probably be 
used in enormous quantities for both purposes, and that · is the 
reason we are printing this issue of Wallace's Farmer on cor11stalk 
paper. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The · PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa 

yield to the . Senator from Montana? 
Mr. STECK. I yield. 
.Mr. WALSH of Montana. I want to inquire of the Senator, 

what is the quality of paper thus produced from cornstalks? 
Is it of varied quality, or is it newsprint only? · 

Mr. STECK. The heavier grades of paper can be made 
entirely from cornstalk puJp-very fine grades of heavy paper. 
The newsprint paper, such as I hold in my hand, which is the 
cornstalk edition of Wallace's Farmer, is made from a com
bination of wood pulp and cornstalk pulp and varies from 25 
per cent of cornstalk pulp up to as high as 65 per cent. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator tell u.s how 
many mills are now producing paper from cornstalks? 

Mr. STECK. There is only one mill which is producing 
the pulp, and that is at Danville, ill, but the pulp is shipped 
to the paper factories, and there the paper is made from a 
combination of wood pulp and cornstalk pulp. 

1\fr. WALSH of Montana. There is so far only one mill, 
then, using the cornstalks? 

Mr. STECK. There is only one mill making the pulp out of 
the cornstalks. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. How long has that been 1n oP, 
eration? 

Mr. STECK. It has been in operation about two years, I 
believe. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator tell us about 
what its annual output is? 

Mr. STECK. As I stated awhile ago, it has a daily capacity 
of 50 tons of cornstalk pulp. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What does the Senator understand 
would be the effect upon the business of that infant industry
! think it may be very properly so described-of the establish
ment of competing mills by cooperative associations, or would 
that affect materially its business? 

Mr. STECK. I intended to get to that point later. In the 
first place the manager of this mill states, as I have already 
explained, that they could sell a daily production of 300 tons. 
There is a sufficient demand for that output now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa will 
suspend for a moment. The hour of 3 o'clock having arrived, 
the unanimous-eonsent agreement heretofore entered into now 
goes into effect, and hereafter no Senator may speak more than 
once or longer than 10 minutes upon the pending farm relief 
bill, S. 1, or any amendment proposed thereto. 1.'he Senator 
from Iowa will proceed. 

Mr. STECK. The business of making cornstalk pulp in order 
to · be successful must have the mills located in the center of the 
productive area and they should be in small units. That is the 
testimony of the experts who have investigated· the subject. 
They should be scattered around in small units. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The cornstalks, of course, will not 
. stand the expense of shipment- for any considerable distance. 
Accordingly, it would appear as though the industry must be 
conducted by a large number of small units in the center of the 
productive area. 

Mr. STECK. That is quite true. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. So the business of the mill now 

established would not be seriously interfered with by the estal>
lishment of other mills by cooperative associations under the 
provisions of the amendment suggested by the Senator. 

Mr. STECK. That is the judgment of the experts. 
The cost of building a cornstalk pulp mill is about $5,000 per 

ton per capacity, so a 50-ton plan would cost about $250,000. 
The situation would best be met by building pulp mills of some 
50 to 100 tons daily capacity at various points throughout the 
territory where the product to be processed is most generally 
produced, and at points which are centers of improved roads 
and railway transportation. Such a distribution of pulp plants 
would permit the farmer to bring his stalks to the plant at a 
minimum cost and facilitate the shipment of the pulp to the 
paper mills. 

As a measure of farm relief, the establishment of pulp plants 
using cornstalks, wheat, oat, and rice straw, cotton stalks, and 
other such commodities uow largely wasted is almost limitless. 

Taking cornstalks alone, it is estimated that the Corn Belt 
produc-es between 100,000,000 and 200,000,000 tons of cornstalks 
each year, almost all of which is now wasted. It takes about 
3 tons of cornstalks to make 1 ton of paper, so the esti
mated possible production of paper from this one source would 
be between 35,000,000 and 70,000,000 tons per year. 

The present practice is for the mill to pay the farmer from 
$3 to $5 per ton for his cornstalks, which are cut and baled by 
the mill, with machinery which, at the same time and in the 
same operation and without cost to the farmer, gathers his 
corn. The average yield is approximately 1lh tons of stalks 
per acre, netting the f&rmer from four and one-half to seven 
and one-half dollars per acre besides picking his corn at a 
saving of from $1.50 to $3 per acre depending upon the yield. 
This would almost pay the rent of a tenant's corn ground and 
would yield a new and substantial profit to the farm owner who 
farms his own land. 

When pulp from cornstalks and other waste agricultural 
products is being produced in substantial quantities it will neces
sarily reduce our imports of wood pulp and paper products, 
especially newsprint, and properly encouraged this industry 
may, in the not too distant future, make us entirely independent 
of foreign countries for our wood pulp and paper products. 
The growth of this now proven industry would also stabilize 
and ultimately reduce the price of all paper products, which 
price is now largely fixed and controlled by foreign corporations. 

This use of cornstalks and other waste products would save 
our forests. Also the use of cornstalks in the manufacture of 
pulp would aid in checking the corn borer. The method used in 
harvesting, shredding, and baling is regarded by corn-borer 
experts as good com-borer control. Shredding tbe stalks, tbe 
experts say, will kill at least 98 per cent of the corn-borer larva, 
enough ~ ~end~ unimportant any danger from the offspring 



1929 . CONGRES8-IONAL RECORD--SENATE 1185 
of the survivors. In· this · connection it might be recalled that 
in 1927 the Congress appropriated $10,000,000 to fight the corn 
borer. If the machinery set ·up by the farm· relief bill, to be 
_passed by this Congress, proves as effective as we all hope, 
with the adoption of this amendment which I have offered, we 
may see 8 or 10 pulp plants cooperatively owned, built with 
money loaned under the terms of the amendment, scattered 
throughout the Corn Belt, and other mills processing other 
waste products scattered throughout the other agricultural sec
tions of the country, affording the producers a new source of 
income; one which may very weH measure- the difference be
tween the success o~ failure of -the farming industry. 

· Within the last six months there ·have been a large number 
of newspapers which have printed special editions using corn
stalk paper. · I have already mentioned -Wallace's Farmer, from 
which I read an editorial. The Council Bluff-s Nonpareil, at 
OmncH Bluffs, Iowa, published such an edition. The News 
Herald, of Spencer, Iowa, also published a large edition, as did 
the Red Oak Express, published at Red Oak, Iowa. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT: Does the Senator from Iowa yield 

to the Senator from North Carolina? 
Mr. STECK. I yield. -
Mr. SIMMONS. I am very much interested in what the Sen

ator had to say with reference to the manufacture of paper out 
of cornstalks. I come from a section where we raise consider
able corn, and it is a subject which I think should deeply inter
est the corn growers of this part of the country. I have under
stood for some time that paper could be manufactured out of 
cornstalks, but I had been under the impression that there had 
not yet been discovered any process of ·manufacture by which 
paper could be made out of cornstalks economically so that it 
might be sold in competition with paper made out of wood pulp. 
Has the Senator any evidence or information that would indi
cate that there has been discovered a process by which we can 
economically produce paper from cornstalks? 

Mr. STECK. There has been discovered and perfected a 
prQcess by which cornstalks can be made into pulp for the man
ufacture of paper and it can be done economically. · But there 
is only one plant now in operation with a small capacity: There 
may have to be some slight ·change in some of the paper mills 
before they can handle the product along with the wood pulp, 
but the experts, the men who have been working with the col'n
stalk products at Danville, Ill., and Doctor Sweeney, who is the 
really big e:xpert in the problem, head . of the chemical engineer
ing department at Ames, Iowa, have been experimenting in the 
matter fol' some five or six years, partly with an appropriation 
which was granted by Congress. There was trouble in harvest
ing the cornstalk, but they have perfected a machine with which 
they can bale the cornstalks and at the same time pick the 
farmer's corn. They are doing that now. They go into the field 
with the machine which bales the cornstalks, and, in the same 
operation, with the same machine, pick the farmer's corn with
out any further or added expense to the farn1er. There is no 
question, under the processes now in use and with the machin
ery which has been built up, but what it can be so manufactured 
that it will absolutely cut off the importation of foreign wood 
pulp and of paper products. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's time has expired 
on the amendment. He now has 10 minutes on the bill. 
· Mr. STECK. Since I first presented the amendment I have 

had a great number of letters from the Middle West, and espe
cially from Iowa, from farmers and newspapers who are inter
ested in the matter and interested in the newsprint situation 
which, as we have already heard in the Senate, is becoming a 
very critical one, indeed, in the United States. I want to read 
just three letters which I have received and which I have 
chosen from a large number of letters which have come to me 
from daily and weekly papers in Iowa and are typical of the 
many letters received. The first one is from Mr. C. M. Richards, 
who publishes the Toledo Chronicle, at Toledo, Iowa. It reads 
as follows: 

Senator DANIEL F. STECK, 

THE TOLEDO CHRONICLE, 
Toledo, Iou;a, May 1, 19!9. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. a. 
DEAR MR. STECK : Thanks for yonr letter of May 3 containing copy 

of yout" pl'Oposed amendment to the farm bill. I heartily approve of 
this amendment and believe that it will be fully appreciated by Iowa 
newspaper publishers. I trust that it will be given a favorable con
sideration. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, very truly yours, 
C. M. RICHARDS. 

Another letter is from Paul S. Junkin, who publishes daily 
papers at Madison, Iowa, Fairfield, Iowa, Chariton, Iowa, Albia, 
Iowa, and Shenandoah, Iowa. Mr. Junkig said: 

' . 
Bon. DANIEL F. STECK, 

Waahington, D. 0. 

THE FAIRFIELD DAILY LEDGER~ 

Fairfield., Iowa, May 6, 1.9!9. 

DEAR SENATOR STECK : l am in receipt of your letter of the 2d instant. 
with the amendment proposed bY you to the farm bill I am in thor
ough sympathy with anything that can be done to develop the manu
facture of paper from cornstalks and other waste farm products. I am in 
favor with anything of this kind not only because I am a consumer of 
print paper but also because I think it will benefit the farming industry. 

I have always been a believer in protective tariff to develop our indus
try, and if some way can be found to develop the product of paper from 
waste farm products it will certainly be a great thing ·for the country. 

Yours very truly, 
PAUL S. JUNKIN. 

Then I have a third short letter from Myers Bros., publishers 
of the Afton Star-Enterprise, a weekly paper published at Afton, 
Iowa, reading as follows: 

Senator DANIEL F. STECK, 
Washington, D. a. 

AFTON STAR-ENTERPRISE, 
A{ton, Iowa, Ma11 6, 1929. 

DEAR SENATOR: Was very glad to receive your letter this morning 
inclosing a copy of an amendment you propose to offer to the agricul
tural bill. 

The manufacture of paper from cornstalks and other products of the 
farm bas reached that stage where it should be given encouragement in 
a practical way. Paper is being successfully made from cornstalks and 
the quality is good. But it must be made to compete with other paper. 

The one object of this agricultural bill is to assist the farmers. I 
believe this amendment of yours would be of much value and trust that 
you will be able to get it written into the bill. 

Yours very truly, 

:Mr. DILL. Mr. President--

A..ETON STAR-ENTERPRISE, 
0. T. MYERS. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield 
to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. STECK. I yield. 
Mr-. DILL. Am I to understand there is any other provision 

in the bill which allows money to be loaned for the processing 
of farm products? 

Mr. STECK. The wording of subsection c of section 6 of the 
bill, on page 14, from which I copied practically the wording of 
the amendment, is as follows: 

(c) The board may make loans to any cooperative association and/or 
to any stabilization corporation for the purpose of developing continuity 
of cooperative services from the point of production to and including 
the point of terminal marketing service, if the proceeds of the loan are 
to be used for assisting the cooperative association or corporation in 
acquisition by purchase, construction, or otherwise of facilities and 
equipment for the preparing, handling, storing, processing, or sale or 
other disposition of agricultural commodities. 

The word " processing'' would certainly include the process
ing of the cornstalks to the point where they could be shipped 
to the paper mill for manufacture into paper. 

Mr. DILL. What further amendment is necessary if the corn
stalks are not to be treated as different from other agricultural 
products? 

Mr. STECK. In the first place, I omitted the stabilization 
corporation from the amendment, because there would never be 
any necessity for it until we might some time in the far-distant 
future reach a point where we would be exporting. On the 
other hand, as I explained heretofore, there migbt be a question 
as to wheth~r or not the waste materials, so called, were agri
cultural commodities. I do not want any question left in the 
bill as to that definition, because we have already had expe
rience with constructions put upon legislation by boards and 
comptrollers and Budget Directors. I thought it ought to be 
made very clear. 

Mr. DILL. I wish to say to the Senator that I am in hearty 
sympathy with his amendment; but I wO'lldered whether it was 
embarking upon a new field for the loaning of money not other
wise provided in the bill, and if so, just where we would stop. 
If we are going to give that aid to the corn grower, where 
would we stop in the manufacturing field? 

Mr. STECK. Mr. President, this would cover anything that 
it might be desired to bring in under it; but there is nothing 
else that we have before us now excepting this one infant in
dustry, which is a very healthy infant, I might say. 

Mr. DILL. As I listened to the letters written by newspaper 
editors I did not suspect that any of them bud any slush-fund 
influence back of them from the pulp manufacturers, snell as 
we have been hearmg ~bout in connection with Power Trust 
newspa~. 
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Mr. STECK. I am certain they have not. In closing, Mr. able guaranteed price fof' wheat, in order to· assure such producers 

President, I ask permission to have inserted in the RECORD at a reasonable profit. The President shall thereupon fix such guaranteed 
this point an editorial from the News-Herald,· wfiich is published price for each of' the official grain standards for wheat as established 
in Spencer, Iowa, from a " cornstalk edition," relative to Dr. under the United States grain standards act, approved August 11, 1916. 
0. R. Sweeney, who, as I before stated, is the great e:x:pert' in 1 The President shall from time to time establish and promulgate such 
this infant industry and who made- the experilllents which led regu).ations as he shall dee)ll wise in connection with such guaranteed 
up to the successful manufacture orne-wsprint pulp from corn- prices, and in particular governing conditions of 4e11very and payment, 
stalk . · and . differences in price for the several standard grades in the prin~ 

Tfie VICE PRESIDENT. Without objeetion, it is so ordered. cipal primary markets of the United States, adopting No. 1 northe1·n 
Tile letter is as follows : spring or its equivalent at the principal interfor prima.cy markets asc 

DR. 0. R. SWEENEY 

No man in Iowa has done mor.e to ad.vanee the process whereby corn
stalks may be made into paper and· wall board than.. has Dr. 0. R. 
Sweeney, head of the department of chemical engfneering ·at the Iowa 
State College at Ames. . . 

Doctor Sweeney has devoted practically all his time since 1920 to the 
problem of utilizing the so--called waste products of the farm, and as a 
result of his findings, which have stimulated others to carry on re
searches, a very material industry has sprung up in this country, which 
in time is destined to find a most welcome place among the big com
mercial developments of the period. . The process by which · Doctor 
Sweeney converts cornstalks into paper and·wall-board pulp is known as 
the Sweeney process. It is used in all tile experimental work now 
carried on at Ames. 

Doctor Sweeney was born in Martins Ferry, Ohio, in 1883. He stUdied 
at the Ohio State University and at the University of Pennsylvania, 
and then spent some time in Germany supplementing his edueation 
there. He has been a college professor and consulting engineer since. · 

During tile World War he was a major in the Chemical Warfare 
Serviee and he is one of the men who designed and operated some of 
the large gas plants in this country which produced the gas for the 
American Army. 

At the present time products are being made from straw, cornstalks, 
oat hulls, cotton wastes, and peanut shells, and it has been estimated 
there are about $6,000,000 waste business. This, however, in the opin
ion of Doctor Sweeney, is but trivial. He confidently belie~s ·that one 
of the world's largest industries will eventually grow: out or the vast 
amount of raw material upon which be and his associates have worked. 

There are two plants in Iowa now making products from cornstalks 
and other waste products of the farm. One is owned by the ·Maizwood 
Corporation. at Dubuque. Another is owned by the Quaker Oats Co. and 
is located at Cedar Rapids. It operates under the name of the Miner 
Laboratories.. This is the only plant in the world making furfural,_ and 
they are producing . it to the extent of one-half million pounds a year 
and increasing their output annually. Furfural Is used tor all sorts of 
purposes. It is made. from oa~ hulls. 

There is also a cornstalk mill at Danville, Ill., and the Dan'vill~ 
Commercial-News. was the first newspaper in this section ot the country 
to print a speci&l. cornstalk edition. 

St. Joseph, Mo., has a plant which makes a splendid building: material 
out of straw. A xylose plant is being, built near Atlanta, Ga., for 
utilizing cotton hulls. Many other minor industries along these lines 
have been developed. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I desire to present several -amendments to 
the pending bill, which I ask may lie on the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendments 
will oo receive<]~ printed, and ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana~ Mr. President, ] rise t(} address 
myself to the pending amendment, but before doing so I desire 
to advert to a feature of the address made. this morning by 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART). He did not exactly 
say so, but from something said by -him it might be deemed 
by some that he gave countenance to the statement widely cir~ 
culated during the recent campaign to t.he- effect that a maxi
mum price for wbeat was fixed during the Worlq War by a 
committee appointed by President Wilson and that Mr. Hoover 
was exonerated from any part in fixing a maximum price for 
wheat. 

The fact about the matter is that there was no maximum 
price of wheat fixed by any committee appointed by Presi
dent Wilson. President Wilson appointed a committee that 
fixed a minimum price for wheat, not a maximum price. That 
was done pursuant to the provisions of section 14 of the food 
control act, which I have before me, and which I ask may be 
incorporated in the REconi> at this point, without reading. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. With<mt objection, it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 

SEC. 14. That whenever the President shall find that an emergency 
exists requiring stimulation of the production of wheat and that it is 
essential that the producers of wheat, produced within the United 
States, shall have the benefits of the guaranty provided for in. this 
section, he is authorized, from time to time, seasonably and as far 
in adyance of seeding time as practicable. to determine and- fix. and to 
glve public notice of what. under specified conditions, is a rea.soa-

the t>asis. Thereupon the Government of th~ United States hereby guar· 
antees every producer of wheat produced within the United States that, 
upon compliance by him with the regulations prescribed, he s.hall re
ceive for any wheat produced in reliance upon this guaranty within 
the period, not exceeding 18 months, prescribed in the notice, a price not 
less than the guaranteed price therefor as fixed pursuant to this section. 
In such regulations the President shaH prescribe the terms and condi
tions upon which any such producer shall be entitled to the benefits · 
of such guaranty. The guaranteed prices for the several standard 
grades of wheat for the crop of.1918 shall be based upon No. 1 northern 
spring or its equivalent at not less than $2 per bushel at the principal 
interior primary markets. This gua.ranty shall not be dependent upon 
the action of the President under the first piut of this section, biit ·is 
hereby made absolute and shall be binding until May 1, 1919. When the 
President finds that the importation into the United States of any 
wheat produced outside of the United States materially enhances or is · 
likely materially to enhance the liabilities of the United States under 
guaxanties of prices therefor made pursuant' to this section, and ascer- · 
tains what rate of duty, added to the then ·existing rate of duty on 
wheat and to the value of wheat at the time of importation, would be 
sufficient to bring the price thereof at which imported up to the price 
fixed therefor pursuant to the foregoing provisions of this section, he 
shall proclaim such facts, and thereafter there shall be levied, collected~ 
and paid upon wheat when imported, in addition to the then existing 
rate of duty, the rate of duty so ascertained; but in no case shall any 
such rate of duty be fixed at an amount which will effect a reduction 
of the rate of duty upon wheat under any then existing tariff law of the 
United States. For the purpose of making any guaranteed price 
effective under this section, or whenever he deems. it essential in order 
to protect the Government of the United States against material en
hancement of its liabilities arising out of any guaranty under this sec
tion, the President is authorized also. in his. discretion, to pnrchase any 
wheat for- which a guaranteed pric~ shall be fixed under this section, 
and to hold, transport, or store it, or to sell, dispose of, and deliver 
the same to any citizen of the United States or to any Government 
engaged in war with any coun~ry with which the Government of the 
United. States is or may be at war, or to use the same as supplies for 
any depattment or agency of the Government of the United States. 
Any moneys re.ceived by the United States from or in connection with 
the sale or disposal of wheat und~r this section may, in the discretion 
of the President, be used as a revolving fund for further carrying out 
the purposes of this section. Any b.alance of such moneys not used 
as part of such revolving. fund shall be covered into the Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That act provided that the com· . 
mittee should fix a minimum price for wheat-that is, they 
sbould fix. a. fair price for wheat-which price was to be guar
anteed to the farmer. If the price fell below that, it was to be 
paid out of the Treasury of the United States, and if it went 
higher than that there was no liability 1,1pon the part of the 
Government; but the law having authorized the :fi.'dng of a mini
mum price, by manipulation, the minimum price actually became 
.the maximum price. It had to be fixed according to law at, at 
least. $2. It was at first fixed at $2.20 and later it was fixed at 
$2.26; but by operation of the Food Administration and the 
Grain Corporation that minimum price, so fixed by the com
mittee appointed by President Wilson, became the maximum 
price ; and it became the maximum price by virtue of this 
provision of the law: 

For the purpose of making any guaranteed priee effective under this · 
section, or whenever he deems it essential in order to proteet the Gov
ernment of the United States against material enhancement of its 
liabilities arising out of any guaranty under this section, the President 
is authorized also; in his discretion, to purchase any wheat for which a 
guaranteed price shall be fixed under this section, and to hold, trans
port, or store it, or to sell, dispose of, and deliver the same to any 
citizen of the United States or to any Government engaged in war 
with any country with which the Government of the United States is 
or may be at war or to use the same as supplies for any department 
or agency of the Government of the United States. 

An<l by virtue of the·first sentence of section 5, as follows: 
That, :from time to time, whenever the President shall find it essential 

to license the importation, manufacture. storage, roining, or distribu
tion of. any neces~ties. in order to carry into effect any of the pur
poses of this act, and shall publicly so anllOUllce, no person sball, aftef' 
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a date fixed In the announcement, engage in or carry on any such business 
specified in the announcement of importation, manufacture, storage, 
mining, or distribution of any necessaries as set forth in such announce
ment, unless he shall secure and bold a license issued pursuant to this 
section. 

No one was able to get a license pursuant to the conditions 
of that section from the Food Control Administration unless he 
agreed to fix the minimum price established by the committee as 
the maximum price to be paid. Accordingly, Mr. President, the 
effect was to keep the p-rice of wheat down during the war. I 
find in the report of the National Agricultural Conference ap
pointed by President Harding, and which submitted a report 
March 3, 1922, tlie following : 

During the war we had a United States Grain Corporation formed 
primarily for the purpose of holding down the price of wheat. In 
the words of Mr. Hoover : " If there bad not been a minimum price 
placed on wheat of $2.20 for No. 1 northern or its equivalent at 
Chicago, wheat would probably have reached $6 a bushel 

In the report on the first McNary-Haugen bill Mr. HAUGEN, 
its joint author, said: 

It was a deliberate purpose of the Federal authorities to keep the 
price of wheat down. The efforts made were admittedly effective. It 
was then urged that the action taken was unj.ust and uneconomic, and 
that action should not be taken to limit the farmer's income without 
placing some limit on the prices of the things be bought. In answering 
these objections the Food Administrator stated that be was aware of 
all of the possible evils and dangers, but that it was a fundamental fact 
that the farmer had received 40 per cent more for his wheat than in the 
previous year. In money the farmer had received a higher price, but in 
purchasing power he had undoubtedly suffered an actual reduction. 

Had wheat been permitted to rise in price at an equal rate with all 
commodities during the three years of control, the price would have 
undoubtedly fluctuated between $3 and $5 per bushel instead of being 
held between $2.20 and $2.26. The index of all commodities rose from 
100 in 1914 to 210 in 1919. Many persons who have given attention to 
the matter believe that the operation of governmental fi.xed prices alone 
deprived wheat growers during the period of fixed prices of no less than 
a dollar a bushel, or an aggregated sum in excess of $2,000,000,000. 
That the grower certainly did lose can not be gainsaid, for under the 
wheat guaranty act of March 4, 1919, the open-market price ·of wheat 
never once fell below the guaranteed price, even after control was re
moved. During this period, by contrast, millers, grain dealers, and all 
others handling wheat and flour in carload lots or more were guaranteed 
indemnification against loss. 

President Hoover may be entitled to the credit of having kept 
the price of wheat tl.own during the war to $2.20 or $2.26 a 
b~sltel ; I should not like to rob him of any credit that may be 
d)J.e on account of that. I merely rose to say that he must take 
whatever responsibility there may be for having kept the price 
at that point as a maximum. · 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President--
. Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Iowa, 

but I hope he will bear in mind that I only have 10 minutes. 
Mr. BROOKHART" The Senator from Montana will not for

get that in 1~16, before the Grain Corporation began to act, the 
farmers received $1.51 a bushel on an average for their wheat 
the figures being according to those furnished by the Depart: 
ment of Agric:ultm·e. On the other hand, however, the speeu
l!ltor got as high as $3.25 a bushel. That is what Mr; Hoover 
was driving at when he referred to $6 wheat. That was the 
speculator's price and not the farmer's price; and all the time. . 
Mr. Hoover ~aid that the farmers ought to have a better price. 
and the speculators' price ought to be reduced. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the pending amend
ment needs no explanation. It has been read from the d£>sk. 
It merely provides that the Federal farm board shall prescribe 
the qualifications which cooperative associations must have in 
order to entitle them to apply for the creation of a · stabilization 
corporation and that any cooperative association which shall 
comply with such requirements shall be at liberty to join in 
the application. 

The government of the stabilization corporation will be car
ried on by officers elected by members of the corporation so that 
its management will be in the hands of those cooperative asso
ciations which apply for the certification. Of course all cooper
ative a sociations having the requirements ought to be permit
ted to join in it so that they may have a voice in the manage
ment of the stabilization corporation. Likewise after the 
stabilization corporation shall have been created, a' cooperative 
association may be organized in some other section of the coun
try, and that cooperative association ought, meeting all the 
requirements, to have an opportunity to enter the stabilization 
corporation so that it may also have a voice. 

When the matter was discussed upon the floor some time ago 
the distinguished chairrdan ·Of· the -committee suggested that in 
all probability the board would make such a rule as that, but it 
occurs to me that it would be eminently- advisable that the board 
be required to admit all cooperative associations having the 
necessary requirements. • 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, in the colloquy had with the 
able Senator from Montana a couple of weeks ago I expressed 
to him my opinion at that time that the board would probably 
do the very thing contemplated by his amendment Given the 
general power, the board certainly would have the right to do so 
and, in ~he exercise of .good judgment and business prudence, it 
unquestionably would do so. This is merely a legislative decla
ration more specific than that already in the bill and I have no 
objection to it or to the other amendment along the same line 
and going to the same point as the one now offered. • 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I beg leave to 
modify the amendment by substituting "7" for "9" and sub
stituting the word " commodity " for the word "time," so that, 
instead of the amendment being inserted on page 8, line 9, after 
the word "time," it may be inserted on page 8, line 7 after the 
word "commodity." ' 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be modified as 
requested by the Senator from Montana. The question now is 
on the amendment of the Senator from Montana, as modified. 

CONDITIONS IN TEXTILE INDUSTRY IN THE SOUTH 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I do not propose to address 
myself particularly to the question now before the Senate. I 
wish to send to the clerk's desk and have read an editorial 
from the Manufacturers Record with reference to the strike 
situation in North Carolina. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read, as requested. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
[From the Manufacturers Record, of Baltimore, Md., of May 9, 1929] 

WHAT UNDERHAND INFLUENCES ARE AT WORK IN. THE COTTON-MILL 

STRIKE SITUATION? 

Nearly 40 y'ears ago there was published in one of the foremost and 
most conservative magazines of the country a vicious criticism of 
southern cotton-mill conditions. The article was so unfair that it was 
vigorously criticized by this paper. The writer of it, a southern woman 
of high standing in the employ of the United States Government at 
Washington, was greatly chagrined that her article had been criticized. , 
She came to this offiee to protest. She was told that there were two 
sides to the mill · situation ; that she had picked out for her illustra
tions the worst-looking ·houses that she could find and the most sickly • 
and emaciated employees whose pictures she could secure ; whereas she . 
might have told something_ of the other side of the story and shown 
some of the healthier class of operatives and · the better conditions 
under which they were living as compared with their homes in the , 
mountains from which they had come. · In reply she said that· she ; 
had written the good side of mill life as well as the bad side, but. tha.t . 
the editor of the magazine--had refused ·to publish the article until she , 
cut out everything_ eicept the bad side. She was then asked how it 
was possible for her to object· to the criticism that bad been made . 
and to this sha could make, no answer. ' 

That is one illustration of the definite effm:t of some magazines...and · 
papers to misrepresent the mill conditions in the South, past and 
present: 

A.notnee- illustrrliorr may; be- tolind in. the- ·fact that some -ye&:rs ago, . 
as freely published at · tnat time, the then Goverrror of Massachusetts 
in his ' annual rpPort stated that he had sent in disguise,. posing as · 
philanthropic-workers, two investigators employed by the State of Mas
sachusetts to find out everything they could in regard to southern 
mills. His aim was to help on the propaganda against southern mills 
in order to retain the mill business ln New · IDngland; 

It is altogether possible that many other labor agitators who have • 
g~ne into the South have been sent there by outside interests exactly . 
as the Governor of Massachusetts sent his two paid emissaries . dis
guised as philanthropic agents through southern cotton mills, ever 
ready in these days of socialistic, populistic, communistic agitation to 
misrepresl'lnt mill conditions in the South, aided an abetted often by 
the teacWngs of rank socialistic professors in colleges and universities. 
Southern industry has been misrepresented and maligned through the 
newspapers and the magazines to an extent to which no other section 
of this country was eyer subjected. 

* * * * * * 
Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, it has been suggested that 

certain persons who are interested in inducing the 'cotton mills 
of New England to come to the South have advertised as an 
inducement to these mills that the wages paid in the southern 
mills are very much less than those paid in the New England 
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mills. I have no doubt tliat many promoters have resorted to 
such scheme in attempting to induce the transfer of factories .. 

A few days ago a labor leader-! will not say agitator-hail
ing from the North appeared here with a dozen or more cotton
mill operatives from North Carolina, from a mill which has 
now become so famous by reason ·of a recent strike, the Loray 
Mill. I did not see them. I am told that they were dressed 
very poorly, and that there were in the group one or two rather 
emaciated y<;~ung girls, while all were badly clad. I have no 
doubt, Mr. President, that these operatives had better clothing 
at home, both the girls and the men; and I surmise that they 
were very carefully dressed in their poorest garments for the 
purpose of their apperu·ance here. As to the rather emaciated 
pbysieal appearance of a few of the operatives who came to 
Washington I do not doubt that they were very carefully selected 
for that- very reason for the purpose of their visit to the Capital. 
It is, of course, true that among several hundred people---even 
those who enjoy all the comforts of life-it is possible to find 
a number who are thin and emaciated. Certainly it is true of 
the mill operatives as a rule in North Carolina that they are 
well fed, well clothed, and well housed. Many of them drive 
and own automobiles. There may be some difference in the 
actual amount of money paid the mill operative in New Eng
land and in the South; but in ~ew England they do not have 
certain advantages that are worth money that are enjoyed in 
the South. · 

Necessarily, rents are higher in New England than in the 
South. Nearly all the southern mllls have built and own their 
own hou...QCS, which they rent to their employees at very low 
rentals: They furnish them light and water free and fuel at 
cost. They furnish them gardens in the back yards and mod
ern conveniences in the homes. In addition, many of the mills, 
in cooperation with the cities and counties, furnish free to their 
employees splendid schools for the education of their children 
and churches in which to worship. Those are advantages whicb, 
added to the labor prices paid in the South, would probably more 
than offset the small nominal difference between the ·cash pay-
ment in the North. and in the South. -

The South has suffered very much Mr. President, by this 
misleading propaganda as to labor conditions in our cotton mills. 
I do not stand here for the purpose of defending the mill peo
ple or for the purpose of criticizing the mill laborers. The re
lations between the owners and the operatives in my State are 
very fine. Most of the operatives are natives, recruited from 
rural districts and the mountains. They are reasonably satis
fied and contented as a rule. The particular mill in question 
is not owned by southern people. It is owned by New England 
people, and my information is that the rate of wage paid there 
is less than that in other cotton mills in that immediate sec
tion and generally throughout North Carolina. 

This propaganda ought to be answered, Mr. President. It is 
proposed to answer it by an investigation. I said a few days 
ago, when that resolution was offered, that I thought its scope 
ought to· be broa<1ened, and it ought to apply to the cotton mills 
of all sections of the country alike, especially if as its sponsor 
stated, its purpose was to elicit information of value in making 
a tariff law. 

My fundamental objection to the Wheeler resolution was that 
it singled· out the southern mills for investigation while every
one knows that cotton-mill strikes are much more frequent 
in New England and other sections than in the Southern States. 
That is still my fundamental objection to it I am advised, 
however, by the author of the resolution that he will change 
it in that respect, and make it apply to all sections of the 
country alike. 

I also referred then to the tact that the matter was one that 
the State ought to be allowed to handle, and questioned the 
Federal jurisdiction in the premises. The resolution of the 
Senator from Montana contains a provision for information 
with · a view to assisting in the 1lxing of duties upon cotton. 
goods. 

'l'he VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator's 10 minutes on the 
amendment have expired. He has 10 minutes on the bill. 

Mr. SIMMONS. After reflection, I am inclined to think that 
possibly that Jays the foundation for Federal investigation if 
it is thought desirable. 

But, Mr. President, it is equally clear that if we are to 
obtain, by this investigation, information with reference to 
the cost of production of cotton goods in this country, espe
cially in view of the fact that it is claimed that there is a 
difference in the cost of production in one section and another, 
it is nmdamentally necessary that the information should 
embrace the industries in all sections, in order that we may 
have reliable information upon that point. Many of the news
papers of the South, and especially of North Carolina, some 

of them especially speaking for other North Carolina mills 
have taken the position that in view of the fact that the South 
has been slandered, and a propaganda which misrepresents the 
situation in southern mills has been persistently carried on -
and disseminated, in some instances by a hostile and prejudi
cial press, the cotton industry should and does welcome an 
investigation and a comparison. That sentiment,. I am ad
vised. obtains pretty generally in my State. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

North Carolina yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
Mr. SIMMONS. In just a moment. I wish at this point 

to send to the clerk's desk an editorial which appeared in the 
Charlotte Observer of yesterday, published in the city of 
Charlotte, N. C., right in the heart of the textile-manufacturing 
district, and generally regarded as the organ and spokesman 
of that great industry in North Carolina. I ask that it be 
read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
editorial will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
BOTH FLOWER G.A..RDEB AND BACK YABD 

Senator WHEELER, proponent of a southern cotton-mill investigation, 
has bee.n in eonfcre.nee with Senator SIMMONS, agreeable to the propo
sition-n New England is included-with result that the Montana 
statesman has broadened his vision and is now a convert to the 
blanket system. The Observer bas advocated a Federal investigation 
into cotton mills for the specific purpose of having the situations 
placed before Congress, and through Congress to the Nation, in their 
true light, confident that the South bas all to gain and nothing to 
lose, and fM the further reason that, the facts having been established, 
the South might hope for a season of relief f.rom the continual pes
terme.nts of the one~yed agitators, become even more active in :re<!€nt 
months. An " official" investigation into the vegetable and tlower 
gardens of rooth&n mill operatives, along with inspection of the 
baek yards of the New England operatives, would be calculated to 
abate much of the misrepresentation and annoyance to which the 
southern cotton industry has been subjected. Let both New Engtand 
and the South be "irrvestigated," and burry it along, is the contention 
of the Obsel"Ver. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from North 
Carolina now y.ield to the Senator from Tennes....~e? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I desire to ask the Senator if State troops 

have been ordered out in his State to these various mills and 
are they patrolling the mills? ' 

Mr. SIMMONS. No. State troops were ordered out at the 
request of the local authorities in the early stages of the strike, 
when the demonstrations were assuming somewhat of a threaten
ing aspect. They have long since been withdrawn. The local 
authorities are now in charge, and I understand that the usual 
number of operatives are at work in the Loray mills to-day. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad to hear that. I notice that they 
have been ordered out in my State. I believe there is one mill, · 
or perhaps two mills in one locality, where there is a strike in 
my State, and the governor has ordered out the State troops, 
which are patrolling the neighborhood in which the mills are 
situated. 

I think this is all wrong, and I am glad to know that the 
Senator is going to withdraw his objections to this investiga
tion. I am perfectly content that it should take in all mills. 
I think it should. I think the Senator is right about that; but 
I am glad that the investigation is going to take place. It 
ought to take place. The situation in any community where 
differences have arisen which will bring about the calling out 
of the State troops, in my judgment, ought to be inv-estigated 
along the lines that the Senator suggests, and I hope the resolu· 
tion will pass. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, the situation is such that the 
country is entitled to know the facts, especially with this con
tention that the outhern mill operatives are nnderpaid and 
underfed and underclothed. Those are not the facts. What we 
need in a situation of this kind are facts, not propaganda. I 
desire--and I think that is the sentiment of the mill people of 
my State and of those interested both in labor and in its em
ployers-that the facts shall be brought out, and that this 
propaganda from which the South has suffered so mucl:I shall 
be answered, if the facts can answer it and do answer it 

FARM RELIEF 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, re mmed the con
sideration of the bill (S. 1) to establish a Federal fann board 
to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi
tion of the surplus, of agricultural commodities in interstate 
and foreign commerce. 
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. Mr. WALSH· of Montana. Mr. President-- · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Montana 
may not be recognized under the unanimaus-consent agreement. 
He has ah·eady spoken once. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I rise for the purpose of offering 
an amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For that purpose the Sena
tor is recognized. The question, however, is on agreeing to the 
previous amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana, as 
modified. Without objection, the amendment, as modified, is 
agreed to. 

The Senator from Montana offers an amendmen~ which will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed to insert the following 
at the bottom of page 9: 

Every cooperative association joining in an application for certifica
tion of or applying for admission to membership in a stabilization cor
poration shall subscribe for shares of stock in the same in number equal 
to the number of members of such cooperative association. The par value 
of the shares of any stabilization corpor&tion shall be prescribed by the 
board. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana. 

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana obtained the floor. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 1\Ion

tana yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. That amendment falls in the same category 

with the previous amendment, simply specifying and detailing 
the powers of the· board. Personally, I have no objection to it. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the amendment just 

adopted provides that each cooperative association coming into 
the stabilization corporation shall bring to the stabilization cor
poration some capital. It shall subscribe for as many shares 
as it has members, and the par value of the shares will be pre
scribed by the hoard. 

The result of that will be that each cooperative association 
joining in the ·stabilization· corpoTation will have as many votes 
as it has members, so that · each cooperative association will 
have a voice in the management and business of th~ stabili
zation corporation in proportion to the number of '\nembers 
that it has. 

It is contemplated that these associations will bring some 
capital, but nothing is provided concerning the matter except 
the provision for the distribution of the profits, on page 11, 
where it is provided that-

The corporation-

That is, the stabilization corporation-
may di~tl·ibute out of the remainrler of such profits for the year, first, a 
cash dividend on its outstanding stock not in excess of 8 per cent of the 
par value thNeof. 

But the bill provides that the Government itself, through the_ 
farm board, may subscribe for stock in the stabilization cor
poration to tbe amount, in the aggregate, of $25,000,000. But 
it provides, on page 8 that " the board shall not vote such 
shares." I can not quite understand why the Government of 
the United States should be invited to contribute capital to 
the-stabilization corporation upon which, if it makes any profits, 
the Government will have some profit but have no voice what
ever in the election of officers of the corporation, in the direction 
of any of the business of the corporation, or in the management 
of it in any form whatever. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I offer the amendment which I 
send to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 11, line 24, to strike out 
the ~entence following the word •· paymen~" in the following 
words: "The board shall not vote such shares." 

Mr. CARA 1VAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
1\lr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. CARAWAY. What is the object in the Senator's wanting 

the board to vote the shares? 
1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. If the Government puts money 

into a stabilization corporation, it ought to have a voice in the 
management of that stabilization corporation, just the same as 
any other stockholder in the corporation. 

l\fr. CAIL<\. WAY. Is it the Senator's idea that the Govern
ment is going into this activity as a bu..c;;.iness enterprise, or is 
it going into it for the purpose of aiding the farmers to organize 
a corporati?n to handle their products? Is it not merely to 
advance the money for the farmers' organization? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My idea is that the Government is 
going in to help the farmers get the thing in operation and 
without any purpose to make any money out of it. -

Mr. CARAWAY. And not as a~usiness enterprise at all. 
The farmers are going into it as a business enterprise to try to 
help themselves. The Government is simply going into ·it to 
advance the money. It never has been my understanding of 
the theory of the bill that the Government was to engage in the 
business at all. It was merely to advance the money to set up 
an instrumentality by which the farmers themselves could mar
ket their products. I think the Senator's amendment would 
reverse the whole theory, if the Senator will permit me to say 
so, on which the bill is built. 

l\:lr. WALSH of Montana. I can not understand at all the 
policy of the Government putting money into the stabilization 
corporation, getting certificates of sha.res for it and having 
nothing whatever to say about the management of the cor
poration. The bill provides that those shares may be retired 
by the stabilization corporation any time they see fit to do so· 
that is, the money may be paid back to the Government at an; 
time and the stock canceled, and, of course, when the Goverti
m~nt ?O longer has any money in it, it should not have any 
vo1ce m the management of the corporation, but so long as the , 
Government has money in the corporation in the way of stock, . 
I can not see any reason at all why it should not have a voice in J 

the management. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
l\ir. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. I want to call -the Senator's attention to the · 

fact that the stabilization corporation · must operate under by
laws, under rules and regulations adopted .for the control of its 
business, which, in the first instance, must be approved by the 
board. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Certainly . . 
Mr. GEORGE. And. it is powerless .to change its by-laws · 

without the consent of the board. Does not that give quite. 
enough control_? 

Mr. ·wALSH of Montana. With all deference to the Senator, 
I do not thin~ so ·at all, ~a use everybody realizes that _ a cor
poration may have }}y-laws, and yet there is a tremendous power 
given to the officers .of the corporation so far as the manage
ment of the business is concerned. 

1\Ir. GEORGE. That is quite true, but the board has · th~ 
additional power at any time to inspect, to examine, these 
stabilization Corporations. In other words, the stabilization 
corporation is merely the creature of the board, and it operates 
all the while, as I read the bill, under the direct control of the 
board, not through representation. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. With all deference to the SenafO.r, 
the board can not control the selection of the officers of the 
corporation at all. The officers of the corporation are elected · 
by the members of the corporation, which consist of the stabili
zation corporations, and the Government, so far as the Govern
ment puts any money into it. It can not say that Jones or 
Smith shall be the president. 

Mr. GEORGE. It does not vote for the officers, it does not 
participate in the election of the officers, but the stabilization 
corporation itself is simply an organization which operates under 
the complete control of the farm board, as I read the bill. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do not read the bill that way. 
I read tbe bill simply to the effect that the farm board may 
prescribe the by-laws. The by-laws, in the first place, must con
form to the by-laws of the board, and they can not be changed 
without the consent of the board, but that is all the control the 
board has over them. It does not participate in the election of 
the officers, it has nothing to say about how the business shall 
be conducted, and I have been unable to find any pronsion in 
the bill which even gives it liberty to inspect the books of the 
stabilization corporation, to see whether the business is being 
carried on in a safe way under the by-laws. 

l\lr. BROOKHART. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon

tana yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKHART. I think the tenor of the Senator's argu

ment is that in a cooperative the capital does not "fote at 
all. The first proposition, to allow the cooperatives to vote in 
proportion to· membership, is all right; that is cooperative. It 
seems to me that where the Government is seeking to aid 
cooperatives, it should not come in and attempt to vote its 
stock. 

l\fr. WALSH of Montana. I have said all I care to say 
about that matter. I can not conceive of the Government being 
invited to put in capital and take stock for the capital and being 
given no voice at all in the selection of the officers. 
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Mr. BROOKHART. That is on the principle of one member, business, the indispensable condition would be that the people 

one vote. who furnished the money shall have a representative on the 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. A cooperative has as many votes board of directors. No corporation will advance money under 

as it has members, and it hrs as many shares of stock. any other conditions, at least if I have any acquaintance 
Mr. BROOKHART. That is on the theory of one man, one whatever with financial operations, unless indeed, of course, 

vote, and that is correct. I approve that part of the Senator's the business is one long established and with such credit as 
proposition. But I do not like to see the stock holding placed that it can get the money anywhere under any conditions. But 
alongside the individual. a new enterprise such as this looking to the bankers or other 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I do not think this amendment people who fm'Dish the money for funds with which to carry 
is of tremendous importance as a matter of legislation, although on the business rnu t expect that one of the terms will be that 
it might be important as a matter of psychology. It is true they have representation upon the board of directors. 
that the stabilization corporation is to issue stock to the Federal I think that the board ought to be given the power to desig
farrn board as evidence of its purchase of stock. That stock is nate at least one member of the board of directors of the 
finally to be absorbed and returned to the cooperative organi- stabilization corporation. In the case of the Federal land banks 
zations from earnings in the marketing of produce and corn- the act expressly provides that so long as any of the capital 
modities. We have proceeded upon the theory that the stabili- furnished by the Government of the United States is not re
zation corporation will be farmer owned and farmer controlled. turned to it the Federal Loan Board shall have the power to 
While it is true that the amendment offered by the Senator designate a majority of the land banks. But here the Govern
from Montana would, perhaps, in no wise affect the adminis- rnent is to take stock, is to loan large amounts of money, but is 
tration of the legislation by the stabilization corporations, yet to have no representation upon the board of directors and does 
it would not be completely dominated by the farmers and pro- not even have the right to vote for a member of tlle board of 
ducers if the Government were permitted to obtrude any repre- directors. 
sentation on the board. Hence, I do not assume that there is Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I have no desire to occupy tim~ 
any likelihood that the Government, by reason of owning cer- on this matter. Referring to the object~ons I stated a moment 
tain shares of stock in a stabilization corporation, merely when ago to the amendment offered by the Senator from Montana, I 
it acts as a marketing agency, would dominate the board, but find that the same apply to this propo. al. But let me state to 
it would be putting a Government representative on the board, the able Senator from Montan~ that the comparison he makes 
which would be contrary to the theory upon which we are pro- between his institution and the Federal Farm Loan Board is 
ceeding, namely, that the stabilization corporation shall be not at all apropos. The main purpose of the board will be to 
farmer owned and farmer controlled. take up the surplus, when found to be in excess of the demand. 

I do not think this would add anything to the bill It cer- for orderly marketing or domestic consumption. That is purely 
tainly would not as a matter of legislation. It might scar, it a ministerial thing to be performed. When the board finds 
might mar the bill from the standpoint of the psychological that there is & surplus the stabilization corporation will go out 
reaction of the public toward the bill and buy the surplus at the market and hold it until such time 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? as it deems advisable to sell it in order to carry out the purposes 
Mr. McNARY. I yield. of the bill as described in section 1. Any representation upon 
Mr. CARAWAY. At the top of page 10 the Senator from the board would not effectuate this purpose one whit better 

Montana had overlooked this provision: than if it had no representation, but it comes down to a funda-
A stabilization corporation shall keep such accounts, records, and mental proposition. 

memoranda, and make such report with respect to Its transactions, It is possible, as we look at this from a long-time approach, 
business methods, and financial condition, as the board may from time that the Federal farm board may acquire a control of funds 
to time prescribe; shall permit the board to audit its accounts annually sufficient to operate on its own account in the matter of pur
and at such other times as the board deems advisable. chasing tae surplus and in the matte1· of merchandising the 

product;; of the cooperative associations. I think the coopera
So the Government would have absolute control of it. tive associations composing the stabilization corporation should 
Mr. McNARY. Unquestionably that is true. I am glad the have that opportunity to acquire busine s acumen and experi

Senator from Arkansas has called the attention of the Senate ence which would stand them in good stead when the time comes 
to that provision of the bill. I was simply accepting the to take the operation of this machinery out of the hands of the 
premise adopted by the able Senator from Montana; and for Government. As the Senator from Arkansas L1\1r. CARAWAY] 
that reason, while I have no very stout objection to the amend- · read a moment ago, there are ample provisions safeguarding 
·ment, I have a mild one, sufficiently stout to prevent me from the funds of the Government already in the bill without having 
accepting the a,mendment, and I shall have to oppose it if it is one member on the board of the stabilization corporation. 
pres ed. Mr. WALSH of Montana. I think the Senator is quite· right 

Mr. FLETCHER., Mr. President, let the amendment be that when the c-ooperative associations take over the entire 
stated. management and the Government has no longer a dollar in the 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be business it should not have any representation. That imply 
stated for the information of the Senate. would require a modification of the amendment so that it should 

'l'he legislative clerk again read the amendment. have that representation only so long as the corporation, the 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing Federal land board, owned stock in the stabilization corporation 

to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana [Mr. or it is needed for loans. 
WALSH]. Mr. McNARY. I thank the Senator. If the Federal farm 

The amendment was rejected. loan board had no authority to inspect the books of the stabili-
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I offer another zation corporation or to modify or prescribe the plan of opera-

amendment based upon the same idea. tion and the charter and by-laws, I perhaps would agree with 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be re- the Senator; but not one thing can be done by the stabilization 

ported for the information of the Senate. corporation unless it meets absolutely with the sanction of the 
The LmiSLATIVE CLERK. On page 12, line 8, insert: JJ'ederal farm board. That is enough authority without placing 
The board shall designate a member thereof who shall be ex officio one of its members ex officio on the board of the stabilization 

a mem~er of the board of directors of each stabilization corporation. corporation . 
. Mr. wALSH of Montana. Mr. President, under the bill, for Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I do not see the necessity for 

various purposes the board is authorized to loan sums of very the last amendment offered by the Senator from Montana. I 
great amount to these stabilization corporations. It likewise am a little afraid of it. 
may subscribe to stock in the stabilization corporations to the The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
aggregate of $25',000,000, as heretofore indicated. to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana. 

According to the action of the Senate now taken, the Govern- The amendment was rejected. 
ment is to have no voice in the selection of the officers of the Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which 
corporation at all. It will have nothing to do about the man- I send to the desk. 
agernent of the business. It may, indeed, inspect the records, The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amentlment will be 
and it may likewise, in effect, prescribe the by-laws under which reported for the information of the Senate. 
the business is to be operated. But it does have the power and The LIOOISLATIVE CLERK. On page 6, line 3, after the word 
it is expected that it will loan some very great amount to the " act," strike out the peliod and insert: 
stabilization corporation. It is likewise anticipated that it will Including investigations of the feasibility of establishing new agrl-
take stock as I have indicated. cultural industries, giving especial preference to new plants or crops 

If one were organizing a great industrial organization and competing with imports of agricultural products which will tend to 
went to a banker to get the money with which to carry on that ameliorate overproduction of staple/ crops in the continental Unit~d 
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States by diverting to new or noncompetitive crops land now devoted, 
or likely to be devoted, to the production of crops suffering from over
production. 

1\Ir. HAYDEN. 1\Ir. President, there are now under il-rigation 
in the southwestern part of the United States more than a mil
lion acres of land. By the Southwest I mean Texas, New Mex
ico, Arizona, Nevada, and California. A considerable part of 
that acreage is now growing crops that compete with crops 
grown under rainfall conditions such.as wheat, corn, and short-
staple cotton. · 

In the comparatively near future, as we reckon time in the 
history of our country, there will be large additional areas of 
land brought under cultivation through the construction of 
great reclamation work. Congress has authorized the construc
tion of a dam at Boulder Canyon to impound 9,500,000 acre-feet 
of water. One million acre-feet of that water may be used for 
domestic purposes, leaving 8,500,000 acre-feet of water which 
with water duty of 4 acre-feet will irrigate 2,100,000 acres of 
land. There are some 600,000 acres of land now under irriga
tion in Arizona, California, and Mexico, but with the comple
tion of that dam at least 1,500,000 acres of new land must be 
brought under cultivation, of which at least one-half should be 
located in my own State. 

In Arizona by authority of Congress we have about completed 
the San Carlos irrigation project bringing in another 100,000 
acres. In the vicinity of the Salt River project by private en
terprise at least 150,000 additional acres of land will soon be 
brought under irrigation. In New Mexico, with the assistance 
of Congress, the Rio Grande Conservancy District will bling 
under cultivation about 125,000 acres of land. In Texas, on 
the lower Rio Grande, there is now 350,000 acres of land under 
cultivation. Pursuant to a treaty, which Cong1·ess has author
ized to be negotiated with Mexico and which it is hoped will be 
made in the near future, that area will be increased to a million 
acres. Altogether, within the not remote futm·e, it is possible 
that 2,500,000 acres' of new lands will be brought under irriga
tion. 

The question is, Shall that land be planted in corn, wheat, 
short-staple cotton, and similar crops, to compete with existing 
Amelican agriculture, or should the Federal farm ·board and 
the Department, of Agriculture take time by the forelock and 
begin a study of the crops that might be best planted there 
which will not compete with the farm lands of the United 
States now under cultivation? 

l\Ir. GLASS. .Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari

zona yield to the Senator from Virginia? 
Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 
Mr. GLASS. Is there not another question involved? Why 

should the Congress perpetually appropliate millions and hun
dreds of millions of dollars for reclamation and irrigation pur
poses and now appropriate $500,000,000 to buy the surplus that 
we already have? If what the Senator said is true and near 
realization, instead of appropriating $500,000,000 for the pur
poses herein stated we ought to appropriate $2,500,000,000. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That may be; but the point I want to make 
is that the lands I have mentioned can grow crops that do not 
compete with the rest of the United States. Out in Arizona 
we are growing long-staple Egyptian cotton that does not com
pete with any other cotton grown in America. We are most 
successfully growing varieties of dates oliginally imported from 
Algeria and Mesopotamia. There will be produced in the 
United States this year about 1,500,000 pounds of dates. We 
are importing over 50,000,000 pounds. I refer to these crops as 
illustrations of what has been done and what can be done if 
proper attention is given to the subject by the timely introduc
tion of new and noncompetitive crops. 

I proposed an amendment to the bill originally which first 
set up the principle that it is desirable to conduct research of 
this character and then authorized an appropriation available 
to the Department of Agriculture to do it. I visited the Secre
tary of Agriculture and talked over the matter with him, found 
him sympathetic with the idea, but of the opinion that it would 
hardly be appropriate to ask in this bill for an appropriation 
for the benefit of the Department of Agriculture. He did be
li.eve, however, that it would be proper for the Federal farm 
board, to be created under the pending bill, to look into the 
problem and advise his department. I send to the clerk's desk 
a letter which I have from Secretary Hyde in which he com
mented favorably upon my former proposal. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the clerk 
will read, as requested. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Bon. CABL IIAYDEN, 

United States Senate. 

DEPARTMENT Oll' AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, D. 0., May 8, 1929. 

DEAR SENATOR: Very careful consideration bas been given to the 
amendment referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry on 
April 23 intended to apply to S. 1, "A bill to establish a Federal farm 
board to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi
tion of the surplus, of agricultural commodities in interstate and for
eign commerce," which you very briefly discussed with me in my office a 
few days ago. 

The department is in sympathy with the general purpose of investigat
ing the feasibility of establishing new agricultural industries, giving 
especial preference to new plants or crops competing with imports of 
agricultural products which will tend to ameliorate overproduction ()f 
staple crops in the continental United States by diverting to new or 
noncompetitive crops land now devoted, or likely to be devoted, to the 
production of crops suffering from overproduction. 

The question remains, of course, for the consideration of Congress 
as to whether this is a measure of the type which should be considered 
at the present emergency session. 

Sincerely yours, 
.ABTHUR M. HYDE, Secretary. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Anyone who will take the trouble to com
pare the amendment that I have now offered with the second 
paragraph of the letter just read will find that I have taken 
the words of the letter and offered them as an amendment to 
the bill, on page 6, wherein it is provided that the board shall, 
through the Secretary of Agriculture, indicate to the appro
priate bureau or division of the Department of Agriculture any 
special problem on which research is needed to aid in carrying 
out the purposes of the bill. I take it that under that pa.rticll
lar language everything contained in my amendment might 
possibly be done, but I think I have demonstrated to the Senate 
that this is a problem of such great importance, involving 
such large areas of new lands which are certain to be brought 
under cultivation, that it is entirely proper to direct especial 
attention to the problem and ask the Federal farm board to 
pass upon it and make recommendations to the- Secretary of 
Agriculture and to the Congress. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am very glad to hear the 
Senator say that there is already authority in the bill to do the 
thing he wants done. I suppose the reiteration would be for 
the purpose of emphasis only. I do not know whether that is a 
proper kind of legislation. I can not conceive that it is. 

Let me say to the Senator from Arizona that in the appro
priation bill passed annually by the Congress there is a para
graph authorizing the extension service of the Bureau of Ag
ricultural Economics to do this work in connection with the 48 
land-grant colleges. Some such work is being done, and I think 
the State of Arizona, so ably represented by the Senator. has 
received some benefit through such Federal operations. 

So long as the authority is given to tlle board, does the Sen
ator believe that it would be good legislation to repeat it or 
duplicate a work now being done by the Department of Agri
culture? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I have offered the amendment 
in all sincerity. American agriculture must face this problem 
and meet it squarely in the very near future in connection with 
the bringing under cultivation of large areas of new land. The 
problem is to find such crops to plant upon those lands as will 
not compete with the present agricultural production of the rest 
of the United States. I think that no harm can come from em
phasizing that situation. For that reason I have offered the 
amendment, and I hope it may prevail. No harm, I repeat, 
can come from it. And much good will certainly be accom
plished. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment propo~ed by the Senator from Arizona. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is still before the 

Senate as in Committee of the Whole and is open to amendment~ 
Mr. WATERMAN. I offer the amendment which I send to 

the desk and ask that it may be read. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colorado 

proposes an amendment, which will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 22, line 1, beginning with the 
word ."examination," it is proposed to strike out the remainder 
of line 1 and lines 2 to 15, inclusive, and to renumber the sec
tions 13 and 14 se<;tions 12 and 13, respectively. 

Mr. KING. Let the section proposed to be stricken out by 
the amendment of the Senator from Colorado be read. 
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The Chief Clerk read a8 follows-_: 

BXAMINATION Oil' BOOKS AND ACCOUNTS Oil' BOARD 

Smc. 12. Any action of the Treasury Department 1n isSuing or receiv
Ing export debentures, and vouchers approved by the chairman of the 
board for expendltmes from the revolving fund or insurance moneys, 
shall be final and conclusive upon all officers of the Government; except 
that all such transactions shall, subject to the above Hm1tatlons, be 
examined by the General Accounting Office at such times and 1n such 
manner as the Comptroller General of the United States may by regu. 
latlon prescribe. Such examination shall be for the sole purpose of 
making a report to the Congress and to the Secretary of the Treasury 
and the board of all such transactions in violation of law, together with 
such recommendations thereon as the Comptroller General deems 
advisable. 

Mr. WATERMAN. Mr. President, my amendment proposes 
to strike out section 12 appearing on page 22 of the pending bilL 
In my opinion, that provision of the bill is an exotic which has 
been imported into this proposed legislation without cause and 
utterly without justification. It proposes to raze the require
ment found in ordinary legislation and in the statutes now 
existing as to accounting, so that the board will not be accOunt
able to anybody for the expenditures it may make, and will not 
otherwise be · in any way accountable anywhere on earth to 
anybody. 

I submit, Mr. President, that our experience in connection 
with the operations of some of the independent establishments 
of the Government, such as the Alien Property Custodian's office 
and some others, ought to be sufficient to make the Senate hesi
tate to adopt such a provisiou as that which I seek to strike out. 
Under it the farm boaru may exercise its discretion in any way 
whatsoever it may please without being accountable to any pub
lic officer. The members of the board when appointed ought not 
to have a roving commission to spend the money taken out of 
the Public Treasury without accounting. They ought to be 
compelled under the ordinary provisions of existing law to be 
aceountable to somebody at some time ; and it should not be as 
provided here merely that the General Accounting Office shall 
some time examine their accounts as ·the Comptroller General 
may prescribe and report to Congress and to the Treasury and 
to the board. 

I submit that under existing circumstances, and in view of the 
experience which we have had, the disbursements of the farm 
board ought to be held strictly in line with existing statutory 
enactments, and that its accounts should be examined by the 
regular accounting officer of the Government, so that we may 
know how the money is expended and be certain that we shall 
be getting a dollar's worth for every dollar expended. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator from Colorado 
evidently mistakes the meaning of section 12 of the bill, or I do. 
It seems to me tha:t it is a perfectly clea,r proposal. It reads as 
follows: · 

SEC. 12. Any action of the Treasury Department 1n issuing or receiv
ing export debentures, and touchers- approved by the chairman of the 
board for expenditures from the revolving fund or insurance moneys, 
shall be final and conclusive upon all omcers of the Government; 
except-

And here is the meat in the coconut-
except that all such transactions shall, subject to the above limitations, 
be' examined by the General Accounting Office at such times and in such 
manner as the Comptroller General of the United States may by regu
lation prescribe. Such examination shall be for the sole purpose o.f 
making a report to the Congress and to · the Secretary of the Treasury 
and the board of all such transactions in violation of law, together with 
such recommendations thereon as the Comptroller General deems 
advisable. 

It seems to me that that is a very clear proposal, which will 
require the Comptroller General of the United States to pass 
upon these transactions. 

Mr. ROBJNSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Sena
tor from Tennessee yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall do so in a second. I wi~h to say 
that, so far as the present law is concerned, the Treasury 
Department is the only department which is not now examined 
by the Comptroller General.. There ought not to be any such 
exception, and I think the committee has been very wise in 
including section 12 in the bill. I now. yield w the Senator from 
.Arkansas . 

.Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the power of 
the Comptroller General to make the investigation authorized 
by section 12 is limited to investigation and report to the Secre
tary of the Treasury and to the Congress of the United States. 
Manifestly, the object of the provision is this: If, after the 

Secretary of the Treasury has under the provisions of the act 
i~sued debentures. and those debentures may have been nego
tiated, an accounting officer should be permitted to hold that the 
law was violated in some technical feature, that something was 
omitted to be done that should have been done, or some act per
formed that should not have been performed, it would have the 
effect of discrediting the debentures and destroying their market 
value, and thus defeat the very purpose of the Congress in 
authorizing the issuance . of the debentures. 

The powe·r of the Comptroller General is limited by the sec
tion to :t>ringing to the attention of Co:x;tgress and the Secretary 
of the Treasury and perhaps the board the features in which 
the law has not been conformed to. That will enable the 
authorities to correct, as to future transactions, any mistakes 
that may have been made, but it will save transactions which 
have alrea~y occurred. from the effect which I have described. 

I call to the attention of the Senator from Colorado thes"e 
considerations in the belief that it is quite important, if deben
tures are to be issued, to put nothing into the law which may 
have the effect of impairing their value or their n(2otiability 
~r they may have been issued. o 

It seems to me that the committee has done pretty well 
although experience may show the necessity of additional safe~ 
guards to those already provided in section 12. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I think that the Senator 
t:o~ Arkansas is ~ntirely .righ~ about it. Of course, this pro
VISIOn ought to be m the bill; It can not possibly hurt anyone· 
it is a safeguard that ought to be provided, and these transac: 
tions should not be had unless the accounting officer goes over 
them carefully and reports to the Congress and to the Secretary 
of the Treasury and to the board. It is a very wise precaution 
and the section should be left in the bill, in my judgment. ' 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ten

neesee yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. KING. • I ask for information, is there any provision 

in this section or any othe_r section of the bill which provides 
for such an examination by some authority in either the 
Treasury or some other department for the purpose of testing 
the accuracy and the correctness of the amount, for instance, 
of the debentures issued or as to whether or not the debentures 
ought to have been issued? Suppose, for instance, that those 
having the administration of the act in charge should hold 
that a debenture should be issued when in fact it ought not 
to be issued or upon a commodity as to which it ought not 
to have been issued ~r should make a mistake in the computa
tion or anything of that nature, is there any authority by 
which an examination may be had to test those que tions, 
not for the purpose, as suggested by my friend from Arkansas 
of discrediting the particular debenture that may be evidence 
of the error, but for the purpose of guarding against the future? 

Mr. McKELI4R. None other except what is contained in 
section 12, and I think that section is ample and very proper. 
I hope that the amendment be defeated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Colorado. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I send an amendment to the 

desk and ask to have the clerk read it 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed 

by the. Sen a tor from Michigan will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4., it is proposed to strike out all 
of lines 24 and 25, and on page 5, all of line 1, and line 2 down 
to and in~luding the comma after the word "employees," and 
to e.ubstitute therefor the following : 

(e) May (1) appoint and fix the salary of a secretary , and, in ac
cordance with the classification act of 1923 and subject to the pro
visions of the civil service laws, appoint and fix the salarie-s of such 
experts and other omcers and employees as are necessary to execute 
such functions. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, the amendment merely 
changes the bill as it now reads so as to include within the 
civil service the experts who are excluded under the present 
wording of the bill. I spoke to the chairman of the committee 
about it, and he said he had no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Michl· 

gan yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. COUZENS. I yield. 
Mr. 1\IoNARY. I think it was two weeks ago when I received 

a letter from the Civil Service Commission suggesting this modi· 
fication. I shall be glad to have the amep.dment adopted. 
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· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 

amendment ·is agreed to. 
' Mr. CARAWAY. Just a second. ' · '. , . - ·• .. ! · · 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr: President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New York 

is recognized. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, before the amendment shall 

be disposed of I want to be recognized. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 

amendment was agreed to. 
. Mr. CARAWAY. I was on my feet to speak . to the amend-

ment. 
· Mr. -McKELLAR. The Senator from Arkansas .was objecting 

to it. 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Very well, objection being 

made-, the question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. CouZENs], and the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY] is recognized. 

Mr. CARA \VAY. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator 
from Michigan again where his amendment comes in? 

Mr. COUZENS. I have not the bill here, but the clerk has 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be re-
stated. 

The CHIEF CERK. On page 4 of the bill it is proposed to strike 
out lines 24 and 25, and on page 5 all of line 1, and line 2 down 
to and including the comma after the word " employees,'' and to 
substitute therefor the following: 

(e) May (1) appoint and fix the salary of a secretary, and, 1n 
accordance with t.bP. claRsification act of 1923 and subject to the 
provisions of the civil service--

1\lr. CARAWAY. That is all I wanted to know, Mr. Presi
dent. I desire to ask the chairman of the committee a question. 

Mr. COUZENS. I simply want to point out to the Senator 
that the only difference is that the word "experts," as it now 
reads, comes before the provision in regard to the classification 
act. My amendment puts "experts" after that provision and 
includes them in the civil-service classification. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is exactly the matter to which I 
wanted to call attention. We people who are more familiar 
with cotton know that if you are going to get an expert to 
deal with that, it is very likely that he could not comply with 
the requirements of the Civil Service Commission. He would 
have to be under 35 years of age. Most men who have become 
experts in the handling and selling of cotton are much beyond 
that age. There is not a cotton cooperative association in 
America now that would not be stripped of practically every one 
of its experts if the provisions of this amendment were to go 
into the bill. \ 

The SenatQr from Virginia [Mr. GLAss] says that the Sen'a
tor intends to exclude experts from the provisions - of the 
civil service classification act. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no-to· put them under it. 
1\fr. COUZENS. The amendment puts them under it. 
Mr. CARAWAY. That is whftt I understood; but the Sena

tor from Virginia says I am wrong. I know that it would be 
tremendously unfortunate for the cotton industry if that amend-
ment should prevail. · 

Recently there was a man here from Arkansas by the name of 
Bennett, who possibly knows more about handling long-staple 
cotton than any other man in America, who wanted to work for 
the Government; but he was beyond the age limit. Otherwise 
he bad every qualification. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Arkansas yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. CARAWAY. I db. 
Mr. NORRIS. I desire to ask the Senator about the age 

limit. 
Mr. CARAWAY. It is 35 years. 
Mr. NORRIS. Is the Senator sure about that? 
Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator mean to say that under the 

civil service act no one over 35 years of age is entitled to 
employment? . 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think the examination age is 35 and 
under. 

Mr. 1\foNARY. Fifty-five, is it not? 
SmvERAL SENATORS. Forty-five. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Very well; say it is 45. I am sure it is 35. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas 

has the floor. To whom doe-s he yield? 
Mr. CARAWAY. I think the people here on the floor who 

quibble about the age would certainly be very wise to look over 
the amendment and let us ascertain the facts, because, while 

I am not so. familiar with other lines of industry which would 
be affected by this bill, I am satisfied that we would rob the 
cotton grower of the opportunity of getting the best talent 
available if that provision should go into the bill; and I hope 
it does not do ·it. , I hope the Chair will withdraw his sug~ 
gestion that the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Arkansas yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. OARA WAY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. McNARY. I only speak my own views, of course, when 

any of these matters come up. The proposed legislation, I 
think, is in, the right direction, and is comprehended in all the. 
legislation that has been enacted by Congress for a good many 
years. 

The Senator-has set forth a proposition here that I have never 
heretofore heard. As I get .the Senator's view, there are very 
competent experts in the cotton line · who are under 45 years 
of age. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think the age is 35, but I should say that 
the great majority of nien who have had long experience in 
marketing cotton would be above that age. It is a business 
that men grow up slowly in and develop by long experience. I 
know, for instance, that the great expert that the cotton opera
tives have, who used to be in Georgia, is a much older man 
than that. In my own State I think that the men who are 
directing the enterprise, if that provision goes in, would be ex
cluded. At least I hope that the Senator from Michigan will 
not press his amendment this afternoon, and will let us inquire 
into the matter. 

Mr. COUZENS. I have no objection to the amendment going 
over if the Senator wants to look into it further; but I am 
going to press it later on, and I now go on record as not want
ing the bill to go through without this amendment being 
voted on. _ 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, well, of course, the Senator did not 
want it to go through anyway. 

'rhe PRESIDENT pro tempore. For the time being the Sena~ 
tor from Michigan withdraws his amendment. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I offer an amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, line 21, it is proposed to 
strike out " such loans " and insert the following: 

No such loan for the construction, purchase, or lease of such facilities 
shall be made unless the cooperative association or stabilization cor
poration demonstrates to ·the satisfaction of the board that there are 
not available suitable existing facilities that will furnish their ser-Vices 
to the association or corporation at reasonable rates and no sueh loan 
for the construction of such facilities shall be made unless the eoopera
tive association or stabilization corporation demonstrates to the satis
faction of the board that suitable facilities are not available for use 
or for purchase or lease by the association or corporation at a reason
able price or rent. Loans. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if I may have the attention 
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNABY], this is the amend
ment which was prepared by the able Senator from Oregon, but 
which he permitted me to introduce, making it obligatory upon 
the board first to ascertain whether there are any existing 
facilities which may be utilized by the board before the board 
proceeds to provide its own facilities. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New 

York yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. McNARY. Has the Senator concluded his remarks, or 

does he desire to ask a question? 
Mr. COPELA~"'D. I was hoping the Senator from Oregon 

might conclude them for me. 
:Mr. McNARY. I shall be very glad to discuss the question 

if the Senator will let me have the floor, unless he desires to do 
so himself. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, all I have to say is that it 
appears to me that this is a very wise provision. It is now in
cluded in the House bill, and I take it for granted that the 
Senator from Oregon will give it his full support. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the bill as proposed and re
ported by the committee did not contain this amendment. It 
permitted the Federal farm board, in the exercise of prudent 
judgment, to construct or acquire facilities whenever it was 
thought that .it was necessary for the purpose of processing farm 
commodities. 

After the report was made· the chairman was visited by the 
representatives of a great number of coope~ative organizations 

... 
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engaged in the elevator business, warehousing, processing, ·con
trolling and owning eYaporators, and kindred institutions. The 
argument of thes-e gentlemen was that under the bill the board 
might duplicate facilities now in .existence, which would work to 
the great disadVantage of those who had money invested in 
present physical facilities. · 

l\ly attention was called to a provision in the House · hill. I 
stated two week ago in discussing the matter here on the floor 
with the Senator fro~ New York, that in my opinion the Fed
eral farm board would not duplicate these facilities, as it would 
not be good busines" prudence tQ do so, .and it would bring about 
an economic waste which a man of busmess sense would not do, 
and that in my judgment it was useless to offer an amendment 
on the subject. After I was interviewed by the representatives 
of these co<>perative associations and some organizations which 
owned property individually as millers and warehou~~en, I 
asked the draftinO' bureau to take from the House }}ill this par
ticular provision, o and presented it for the consideration of the 
Senate. 

I find no fault with the proposal of the Senator from New 
York. I know there are some present who believe that prob
ably it should not be put in the bill, but if there are facilities 
that meet the present situation, no one would want to see the 
Government funds expended to duplicate those physical facili
ties. This amendment simply provides that before that can be 
done there must be a finding by the board that existing facili
ties are not adequate, ·or that they can not be obtained at a 
reasonable price or on reasonable terms, whether the charge be 
rental or interest. That is a condition precedent to action. lt 
is a condition, in my opinion, that would _obtain with the board 
if the amendment were left out of the bill ; but some .who are 
interested and have their money invested believe that this safe
guard ought to be here, requiring the board to make this sur
vey, this examination, and these findings, before Government 
money shall be expended. , 

I am speaking now for myself alone, without regard to the 
committee. As chairman, I reported favorably the bill without 
this amendment, but ~ am attempting to explain in a brief way 
the purposes of the amendment, how I think it would operate, 
and those who initiated the movem€nt that brought the amend
ment to the attention of the Senate. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I recognize the force of what 
has been said by the able Senator from Oregon upon this 
amendment. In my opinion, however, it would be a most unfor
tunate provisi9n to be adopted by the Senate. It would, I 
believe, if you will follow the language of the amendment, put 
the board in a strait-jacket, so far as what are termed "exist
ing facilities " may be concerned, for it requires that-

No such ioan for the construction, _purchase, or lease of sueh facili
ties shall be made Ullless the cooperative association or stabili7Altlon 
corporation demonstrates--

That is, ·the burden is put in the first instance upon the · sta
bilization corporation or the cooperativ~ to demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the board that there -are not available suitable 
existing facilities-

That will furnish their services to the association ol.' corpora'tioo at 
reasonable :rates, and no such loan for tne construction of -such facul.
ties shall be made unless the cooperative association or stabilization 
corporation demonstrates to the' satisfaction of the board that suitable 
facilities are not available for use or for purchase <l1' lease by the asso
ciation or corporation at a reasonable 'J)rice or rent. 

I recognize all that may be said in behalf of those who have 
put their money into facilities, into warehouses, into various 
places and various constructions and processing a.rrangements 
that may be requii'ed by stabilization corporations; but, sir, I 
take it that whether they have invested their money or whether 
they have not, the board will determine the appropriate thing 
to be done under existing circumstances ; and in the exercise 
of discl'etion by the board it ought not to oo hampered .in the 
slightest degree. The care first under this amendment is for 
those who are engaged in warehousing or those who are what 
we term middlemen; and that care should not thus be pointed, 
because the object of the bill is first to care for agriculture 
itself. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ~uret that I can not 
agree with the chairman of the committee {Mr. MoNARY] con
cerning this amendment. · The Senator from California [Mr. 
JoHNSON] has outlined the chief objections to it. It seems to 
me that the amendment places the entire burden of proof 
upon tb~ board for engaging or permitting cooperatives to 
engage in the construction of facilities for the storage and proc
essing of ~6ricultural commodities; and it occurs to me that 
commission merchants and middlemen desiring to obstruct 
activities on the part of stabilization corporations desiring to 

operate in any particular field will be afforded an opPQrtunity 
to go into the courts and to seek restraining orders from the . 
courts, and force the board .to conduct long legal proceedings 
to demonstrate that they have f{)il()wed the rules laid down 
in this amendment, and that their action in loaning money to 
stabilization corporations or cooperatives for the construction 
of these facilities has been warranted under the provisions of 
this amendment, should it be adopted. 

Mr. PresiQ.ent, . the whole premise upon which this bill is 
drawn is to give the board extraordinary freedom of activity 
in carrying ont its powers, anJ,l it seems to me a little incon
sistent for the argument to be made here in support of certain 
amendments that the board shall be restrained in its activity 
and against certain amendments that we are assuming that a • 
wise and .an able board will be appointed and that it will pro
ceed to carry out. the provisions of this act with good judgment 
and in good faith. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. RDBJNSON of Arkansas. Th~ Senator's conclu ion ju t 

stated is undoubtedly accurate if the premise is justified or sus· 
tained by the amendment, but I do not understand that the 
amendment contemplates that there shall be a review by any . 
authority of the board's decision -on the subject as to whether 
existing facilities are avnilable at a reasonable charge. The 
board having determined that question, its decision is final and 
conclusive. No appeal is provided for and no review can be had. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am n-ot under the impression that any 
provision for review is provided in the amendment, and, of 
course, I would submit to the legal opinion of the Senator from 
Arkansas, but it occurred to me that should the board act 
under this amendment, as uming that it should be adopted, and 
some interested parties feel that injury would occur to their 
business, it would give an opportunity for them to go into the 
courts and to raise the question as to whether a 'demonstration 
had been made that adequate facilities were not available at a · 
reasonable rate. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If the Senator will Jlermit · 
me--

Mr. LA FOI..LETTID. I am very glad to get tbe Senator's 
opinion, because I raised this point m the hope that it would be 
cleared up before the amendment was acted upon. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The only question that could 
be carried to a 'Comt under the amendment, as I see it, would 
be whether or not the board had decided the issue as to the 
existence of adequate facilities which could be secured at a 
reasonable charge. If the board proceeded to make a loan with
out deciding that question, I think a party in interest might 
ask an injunction on the ground that the board had not per
formed its duty as required by law, but the first act that any 
cooperative would perform would be to submit to the board the 
information that it was unable to secure warehouse or elevator 
facilities at a reasonable charge, an·d have the board determiile 
that question before proceeding with 1ts application for a loan. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I am yery glad to get 
the opinion of the Senator, whom everyone recognizes as an 
able lawyer, upon that question; but, in my judgment, even 
though the doubt in my mind is relieved by the opinion 'Of the 
Senator concerning the J)ossibility of its being taken advantage· 
of by interested parties for the purpose of hampering the 
board, nevertheless it seems to me that there are many other 
reasons, and sound Teasons,· why this amendment Should not be 
adopted. 

The fact that it places upon the cooperative association or 
the stabilization corporation the necessity for making a demon
stration will necessarily lead to long· drawn out procedure 
before the board, which, in and of itself, will hamper it in 
carrying out the provisions of the bill. 

We all know very well that farmers are to--day suffering 
because of high rates whkh are charged them for the handling 
of their products by commission merchants and middlemen. 
If a cooperative association or a. stabilization corporation de
sires to secure a loan for the purpose of relieving the farmers 
producing some particular commodity from excessive charges, 
if this amendment is adopted, a prolonged hearing will neces
sarily result, because the interested parties who fear the com
petition on the part of the cooperative association or the stabili
zation corporation will of necessity make every effort to prevent 
the board from extending credit to the cooperative or the sta
b-ilization corporation which desires to build facilities for 
handling any particular commodity. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LA FOLLETrE. I will yield to the Senator in just a 

moment. Tbe Senator realizes that the time is very limited. 
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It seems ~ me, Mr. President, that if we are not going to 

assume that this board is to be composed of able men who will 
carry out the provisions of this measure in good faith and with 
good judgment, then this entire bill should be scrapped and it 
should be rewritten, because it is written upon the assump
tion that the board is to have extraordinary latitude in the 
carrying out of the provisions of this bill. To come in now 
and at the last moment and lay down limitations with regard 
to the board's activities in certain connections seems to me 
to be entirely unjustified and illogical, and I trust that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from New York will be 
rejected. 

Mr. BROOKHART. 1\fr. President, I think this amendment 
would not protect the cooperatives in any sense. It seems 
to me it is designed to protect the owners of facilities out
side of the cooperatives. This is a >ill to encourage coopera
tives; that is the theory of it all the way through, and if it 
is to succeed, it must do that. 

l\Ir. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?. . 
Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. Is it also a bill to discourage all private 

enterprise? 
.1\lr. BROOKHART. I believe it is a bHl to organize all 

private enterprise handling farm products into cooperatives. 
Mr. COPELAND. And to put out of business all private 

investments now _ made. so that they would be entirely in the 
l1unds of cooperatives? 

Mr. BROOKHART. All private investment that is han
dling and processing farm products ought to be reorganized 
into cooperatives, and this bill ought to be a start in .that 
direction. 

Instead of doing that, this gives a sort of strait-jacket 
monopoly to the owners of these facilities. They might be 
adequate but not up to date. They might be in such condi
tion that they could be used, but why tie this board up from 
transacting business with facilities any more than you would 
an individual? The individuals to whom the Senator has 
referred did not have to get a ruling of any board to enable 
them to construct their properties in any way. Why should 
this board be compelled to pass on the adequacy or any other 
characteristic in reference to somebody's else property? If 
they wanted to sell it to the board, very well; let the board 
consider that, but to say that the board shall first determine 
that these facilities are· inadequate and then authorize the 
cooperative or the stabilization corporation, which . is the same 
thing, to perform its function, is a ridiculous proposition to 
me, and I think it stands strongly in the way of cooperative 
development. I think it is one of those jokers in the bill which 
ties us fast to a certain -line of private capital, to private 
ownership outside of this marketing proposal. 

.For these reasons I hope the amendment will be · defeated. 
I . certainly can not approve that- sort of an arrangem~nt in 
reference to a scheme to encourage and develop cooperatives. 

. The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator ·from New York [Mr. CoPE-
LAND]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I propose an amendment~ which ·I 

desire to have printed and lie on the desk, and which I would 
like to have read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT: The clerk will read -the proposed 
amendment. 

The CHIEJ!' CLERK. On page 25, after line 6, the Senator 
from North Dakota proposes to insert a new paragraph, · as 
follows: 

(f) The President is hereby authorized, through such agency or 
agencies as he may designate, to purchase in the United States and 
transport and distribute wheat and/or its products for the relief of 
tbe distressed and starving · people of China. The President is hereby 
authorized to expend or cause to be expended out of any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated a sum not exceeding $200,000,000 
for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this section. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be printed 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I send an amendment to the 
desk, which I ask to have printed and lie upon the table. It 
proposes to amend the bill, on page 17, line 14, in lieu of the 
figures " $500,000,000 " to insert the figures " $1,000,000,000," 
so as to read : 

REVOLVING FUND 

. SEc. 8. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$1,000,000,000, which shall be made available by the Congress as soon 
as practicable after the approval of this act and shall constitute a 
revolving fund to be administered by the board as provided in this act. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will lie on the . 
table and be printed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. MoNARY. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business. · 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened. 

RECESS 

Mr. WATSON. I move that the Senate take a recess until 
to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock and 
5 minutes p. m.) took a recess u~til to-morrow, Tuesday, May 
14, 1929, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATION 
Ezecutive nomination received by the S~nate May 13 (legis

lative day of May 7), 1929 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Ralph L. Carr, of Colorado, to be United States attorney, 
district of Colorado, vice George Stephan, term expired. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Ezecuti'l/e nominatioos can{irmed by th.e Senate May 13 (legis

lative day of May 7), 1929 
MEMBER FEDERAL FARM LOAN BoARD 

Horace Paul Bestor. 
PROMOTIONS AND APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY 

Richard E. Hawes to be ensign. 
John R. Barber to be dental surgeon. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MoNDAY, May 13, 19219 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

- l 

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer : 

Gracious Heavenly Father, with Thee we would begin this 
day and be sensitively conscious that Thou art the source of 
all wisdom. Forgive our incompetency and · help us. Give- us 
great ·confidence in that divine · guidance- that assures · the man · 
of vision 'the faithful servant and· the loving heart. Without · 
this we make of our duty an uninviting drudgery. It is for ·us, 
our Father, to express ourselves in.· termS' of ·helpfulness ;·· in;
spire us to ·do so. ·we may fail in ten· thousand things, but we 
must- not fail in one. We must live and speak the soul's truth. ' 
Take our homes and our children ·and fold them in Thy blessed • 
arms. "Dispel all fear and lull them ·to sweet repose. How 
memorable shall be this day if- we bring gladness · and -en
couragement to others. · May we do -so; and unto · Thee be · 
eternal praises. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read and 
~pproved . . 

ENBOLLED JOINT" RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr.- CAMPBELL ofr Pennsylvania, from the Committee· on 
Enrolled Bills, reported that that_ committee llad.. examined: and. . 
found truly enrolled a joint resolution -oLthe House of the-fol· 
lowing title, which was· thereupon signed. by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 59. Joint resolution to extend the provisions· of 
Public Resolution No. 92, . Seventieth Congress, approved Feb- -
ruary 25, 1929. 

RESIGNATION OF A MEMBKR 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following communi- · 
cation, which was read and ordered spread upon the Journal: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 10, 1929. 
Hon. NICHOLAS LONGWORTH, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. 0. 

MY DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I b{'g leave to inform you that I have this 
day transmitted to the Govemor of the State of Minnesota my resigna
tion as a Representative in the Congress of the United States from the 
fifth district of Minnesota, to be effective at the close of business June 
30, this year. 

Respectfully yours, 
WALTER H. NEWTON • 

THE STAR-SPANGLED BA ~NER 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask -unanimous consent to 
print -in the RECORD a joint· resolution passed by the General 
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.ASsembly of Maryland, itnd I also ask-that the- Clerk may read The Fordney-McCumber tariff bill carried a rate of 50 cents 
it from the desk. pe~ 100 pounds ·~n. potatoes, the equiv~lent ad valorem being less 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman trmn Maryland asks unani- than 30 per cent... This rate has proved wholly inadequate . t{) 
mws consent that the Clerk may :read the joint resolution preserve the American market to the American farmer. From 
passed by the General Assembly of Maryland. Is there obj~ 1922 to 192'1 importations practically trebled, while the importa-
tion? tions of 1926 and 1927 represented an increase of 281 per cent 

There was no objection. over those of the two preceding years. In 1927 over 5,000,000 
The Clerk read as follows: bushels were imported, mostly from Canada. 

Joint Resolution 3 Official experiments have demonstrated that it costs th~ 
Maine farmer about $53 more per acre to produce potatoes than 

A joint reso-lution recommending ta tlJe. Congress of the Uutted States it does the grower in New Brunswick, Canada. In nddition to 
that The Star-Spangled Banner be deelared to be the national anthem this, the latter enjoys an advantage in cheap water transporta
of tbe lJnited States of America. tion to points on the Atlantic seaboard of about 35 cents per 
Whereas The Star-Spangled Banntr hu by acclaim of the people of our . hundredweight . Even in years of large production a.ntl low 

country and by general consent of the dvillzed governments of the prices, the Canadian farmer may succes...~y export his potu
world been recognized as the national anthem of the United States of toes into this country. Worst of all, when, after several lean 
America; and years, a good year comes and the American potato farmer sees 

Whereas under the leadership of the Society of the War of 1812 in al) opportunity to recoup some of his losses and escape from the 
Maryland, supported by the patriotie societies of the country generally, hands of the banks and fertilizer companies, with no ad valorem 
the birthplace of The Star-Spangled Banner, namely, Fort McHenry, was provision in the tariff, he finds his favorable market destroyed 
dedicated as a national shrine on September 12, 1928: Therefore be it and his hopes drowned in a flood of cheaper Canadian potatoes. 

BeBol-oecl 1111 the Gen.enU A_esemblJI of MGf"glGnd, That the Congress of The potato crop of 1928 was about 462,000,000 bushels, creat-
tbe United States be earnestly requested to take appropriate adion ing a ·surplus of over 60,000,000 bushels, yet Canadian potatoes 
whereby The Star-Spangled Banner may be declared to be the nation~! ~ontinued to come into this market. When the call for this 
anthem of the United States of America; and be. it further special session; was issued the potato fanners of my State were 

Resol-vetl, That the secretary of the State of Maryland be, and he is in a deplorable condition financially. For months priees on po.. 
hereby, requested to transmit, under tb.e great _seal of this State, a copy fa. toes had been far below the cost of production. Potatoes 
of the aforegoing resolution to the President o! the United States, the irhich coot the farmer $1.50 per barrel of 165 pounds had been 
President of the Senate, the Speaker- of the House of Representatives, selling for from 00 cents to $1.10 a barrel-an average of 80 
and to each of the representatives from Maryland tn both Houses ot cents--while the condition was being continually aggravated by 
Congress. importations of potatoes from Canada. 

Approved March 8, 1929. What is trne of Maine is true of other States. The potnto 
I, David c. Winebrenner, 3d. secretary of state, do hereby certify that farmers of this country are t<Hiay in a situation that warrants 

the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Joint Resolution No. a of the every assistance within reason. This tarUf is primarily an 
acts of the General Assembly of Maryland of 1929. agricultural measure. It has raised the equivalent ad valorem 

As witness my hand and official seal this 8th day of May,. 1929. ~m fresh tomatoes from 15 per cent to 89 per cent, on onions 
csur •. l DAVID c. WmllBRENNER, 3d, from 68 per cent to 79 per cent, on_ turnips from 20 per cent to 

Secretary of State. 42 per ~t, on fresh beans from 13 per cent to 93 per cent, on 

THE TA.BIFF / 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolVe 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state o-:. 
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 2667) 
to readjust the tari.:.ff. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon moves that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on 
tbe state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 2667. 

The motion was agreed to~ 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state ot the Union, with Mr. SNELL in 
the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration of 
the bill ot whieh the Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
A bill (H. R. 2667) to. provide revenue, to regulate. commerce with 

foreign countries, to encourage the industries of the United States, to 
protect American labor, and fo-r <>ther purposes. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair state how the 
time u ed in general debate stands? · 

The OHAIRMA.t.~. The gentleman from Oregon haS used 13 
minutes more than has the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. HAWLEY. ?..1r. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maine [Mr. NELSO>N]. · 

Mr. NELSON of Maine. Mr. Chairman and members of .the 
committee, this special session was called, and this tariff bill 
is being written, in the avowed interest of the agriculturist. 
The leading vegetable crop in this country is the potato crop, 
.exceeding all others in acreage, production. and value. It is an 
important industry in 42 States of the Union, and peculiarly 
subject to foreign competition. The winter crop, produced in 
the Southern States, needs added protection from the imports 
of Bermuda, Cuba, and ?l.fexico; while the summer, or principal 
crop, raised in the Northern St.:1.tes, has long suffered ruinous 
competition from the cheaper land, labor, and transportation 
costs of the Canadian producer. 

The production of potatoes in this country is usually sufficient, 
even in short-crop years, to supply all domestic demands, with
out importations. This market should be preserved to the 
American potato grower. [Applause.] Every carload imported 
displaces a corresponding carload of American potatoes, mate
rially increases the surplus problem, depresses the market,. keeps 
it in an unstabilized condition, and, in particular markets and 
as to particular growers, works great hardship. 

dry beans from 50 per cent to 72 per cent. The equivalent ad 
. valorem on peanuts remains at 106 per cent. Everything else 
in the agricultural line is taken care of with the exception ot 
potatoes. They remain as they have been. with an equivalent 
ad valorem of less than 30 per cent, notwithstanding the fact 
that the American market is open to successful Canadian com
petition, importations have practically trebled, and the American 
potato- farmer faces bankruptcy. 

I thoroughly believe in party government and party regularity. 
I come from a State that has been regular since the days of 
Fremont. ·[Applause.] I know that the present tariff bill 
should be written by Republicans, and I realize the dangers of 
divided counsels and divided responsibilities. I honor the Re
publican leaders of this House and desire to follow their sug
gestions so far as I can without proving recreant to the tru t 
reposed in me by the people of my State. These have long en
dured without complaint the aches and pains of agricultural and 
economic depression, but the time has come when they ask for 
themselves a little of that protection to· the American producer 
for which they have voted so long and so consistently in the 
years that are gone. [Applause.] Mine are not a people wbo 
look to legislation as a panacea for every economic ill, but they 
do believe in the Republican policy of protection and fe~l that 
in it they may find relief from their present economic distress. 
I might be pardoned for mentioning here the fact that one of 
the wisest tariff measures ever enacted into law bore the name 
of a distinguished Representative from the second Maine dis
trict, Hon. Nelson Dingley, of Lewiston. [Applause.} 

We respectfully submit that paragraph 769 should be so re
vised as adequately to protect the producers of the most impor
tant vegetable crop in the United States. [Applause] 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chainnan, I yield one hour to the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. llinLEY]. 

Mr. HADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to begin my 
remarks this morning with something of an unpleasant nature. 
However, the "Circumstances are such that I hall refer in the 
beginning to some statements made which are of that nature. 
I refer to some remarks made by the distinguished gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. liENRY T. RAINEY], whom I honor as a pe-r
sonal friend. They were made in the early portion of his 
remarks on Saturday last. They were directed at tbe Republi
can members of the Committee on Ways and Means. Now that 
they are in the RECORD they can be made no worse by repeating 
them, and I shall refer to a few of those observations in order 
that you may the better understand what it is that I am answer
ing. 

In speak-ing- of the method employed by the Democ1·atic Party 
in its course of action on the preparation of tariff bills he pro-
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ceeded .to castigate the Republican members of the committee 
by pointing out how we have undertaken to do it, and ~ the 
course of that statement he said : 

The Republicans have an easiel' way of doing it. They simply call 
into secret session tariff beneficiaries, and then they consult them as 
to what rates they want; and if they can agree as to the burden they 
want to place on the consumers, that is the rate they get. 

Passing on to something more definite still but equally 
offensive, he used this language: 

The Democrats were permitted to participate in the open hearings, 
but afterwards the real hearings commenced behind locked doors and 
tn committee rooms. Fifteen Members of the Honse of Representatives 
in this bill speak for the entire House. Then the representatives of the 
interests were heard, the vampi-res who feed on the lifeblood of. the 
Nation were heard. The representatives of the 14,000 millionaires 
and the 14,000 near millionaires in the United States who bask 1n the 
sunshine of the prosperity made possible by the privileges granted them, 
nearly always by the Republican Party, had their hearings. Those are 
underground methods. 

I am sorry that I do not see the gentleman from illinois on 
the floor at the moment. However, he did not ask me whether 
he could make those remarks about our committee, and I did 
not deem it necessary to ask him to be present to listen to what 
I say. I hope I shall say nothing offensive. I do not mean to. 
I have a high regard for the gentle~an from Illinois, with 
whom I have worked happily for many years in committee and 
in subcommittees. · 

But, somehow, when he undertakes to discuss economic ques
tions, particularly the tariff or a revenue bill, he has a rather 
unpleasant way of doing it. I think he must have had a l>ad 
night before he made that speech last Saturday. I think he 
must have had a very bad dream. But the thing I object to is 
his putting his dream in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Now that 
it is there, and the public will read it, I think the country ought 
to know, and you ought to know, what the facts are. 

I will not state them in much detail, but briefly the facts are 
as follows : After the hearings of a public character, referred to 
by the gentleman, were concluded, the Republican members 
arranged for subcommittee work, dividing themselves into 15 
subcommittees of three members each. I was a member of 
three of tho e subcommittees and had the honor to be chairman 
of one of them. Before that work began the procedure was dis
.cussed and the integrity of the work to be accomplished was 
canvassed. 

It was distinctly understood that no subcommittee would 
hold any .hearings in addition to those which had already been 
held ; and furthermore, that they would not take into conference 
those who might come for further review of matters before the 
committee; that they would not consider what they might sub
mit unless it was reduced to writing, in order that it might 
be presented accurately to the subcommittee and passed on to 
the full committee, and that it might be printed in a subse
quent volume for the information of the full committee, the 
Democrats as well as the Republicans, for the ·subsequent 
information of the House and the country. 

I dare say there is now, although I have not had the oppor
tunity to inquire, such a volume already printed. If it is not, 
it will be. So, as gentlemen came-and occasionally they 
did come to the members of the subcommittees for an oppor
tunity to be heard further on some point-they were advised 
as to the situation. I made it plain always, as others, I am 
sure, <Ud., that we would not consider any further statement 
they made, because we would not be responsible for passing it on 
to the full committee or the subcommittee unless it was reduced 
to writing; and having been reduced to writing, such statement 
was always considered and checked up. If it presented any 
new matter not already covered by the hearings, it was incor
porated in the record for printing. Otherwise, it was filed 
in the records of the committee, in its archives, for the informa
tion of all concerned. 

So, coming back to these charges which, as they stand in the 
RECoRD, look very bad, I simply conclude this part of my state
ment with the remark that I deny them for myself and for 
every member of the Republican Committee on Ways and 
Means generally and specifically. [Applause.] There is not 
a shadow of foundation upon which any statement in that 
indictment can properly rest or be sustained in any particular 
whatever. [Applause.] 

The gentleman from Dlinois was extravagant in other re
spects, always interesting even in his extravagance· and he 
was just as inaccurate in some other observations he' made in 
the same speech. I shall not undertake to review any phase 
of the pending bill except that which relates to the wood sched-

LXXI-76 

nle and the chemical ~hedule. With respect to the wood 
schedule, the gentleman from Dlinois, among other things, 
discussed the subject of logs and lumber and shingles. I now 
desire to make some remarks on those points myself. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairm~ ·will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HADLEY. Yes.. 
Mr. COLLIER. I do not want to embarrass the gentleman by 

any question, but simply ask for information, knowing that 
the gentleman has made a great study of the shingle industry. 
I would like to have the gentleman tell me how far from the 
State of Washington does he believe the freight rates will 
make the tariff of 25 per cent on shingles effective? 

Mr. HADLEY. I will answer the gentleman generally, not 
knowing the particulars as to freight r-ates. I am satisfied that 
the rate of 25 per cent ad valorem would not result in the 
State of Mississippi, for example, the State from which the 
gentleman comes, or in any other State, in any additional c-ost to 
the consumer. 

Now, I would like to make an uninterrupted statement, if I 
may, although I desire to be courteous in that respect. Our 
competition is with British Columbia, with Canada, but prac
tically with British Columbia, immediately adjacent to the 
State of Washington. Our troubles began in the timber in
dustry in 1913, when the Underwood bill went into effect and 
removed the duty on shingles and lumber. They have continued 
with disastrous effect to date. The lumber industry generally 
has sought protection, but it is not in this bill. 

Let me point out to you now, so that it may be well under· 
stood, that the great body of construction material known as 
lumber is on the free list of the bill; that nearly 99 per cent of 
all the lumber produced in the States of Washington and 
Oregon is left on the free list; and that the only lumber in the 
Pacific Northwest which it is proposed to transfer to the duti
able list in this bill is but an insignificant fraction of the total 
lumber production of that region. The cedar lumber made 
dutiable by this bill is only a little more than 1 per cent of the 
total lumber production in the States of Washington and Oregon. 

That is a very small matter to make much of a controversy 
over, and especially so in the face of a distressing situation 
there. In those States we have a lumber industry with a 
$200,000,000 investment, a $200,000,000 a year pay roll, and 
20,000 laborers involved. I think I could show you adequate 
reasons why that industry in its entirety should be protected. 
But following the bill as reported, I shall lay it aside for the 
present except as applied to logs, cedar lumber, and shingles. 

L-ogs of fir, spruce, cedar, and western hemlock are dutiable 
under the present law conditionally at $1 per 1,000 feet. It 
is proposed to leave that rate as it is, but to make it uncon
ditional by the removal of the proviso of the present law. Such 
logs were dutiable and are continued so because of competitive 
conditions. One dollar per thousand does not represent the 
actual differential between the cost of production of logs in 
British Colombia and the States of Washington and Oregon. 
There are abundant figures to attest that fact in the record 
which I have before me and which were submitted at the hear
ings. The raw materials cost less in British Columbia than 
in Washington and Oregon and there is a differential against 
us on labor. I know that the gentleman from Illinois [1\!r. 
~AINEY] undertook to show that the cost of producing shingles 
IS no greater in this country than in British Columbia but the 
Tariff Commission has shown in its report made to the Presi
dent, I think in 1927, that common labor in British Columbia 
averages $3 while it averages $4 in Washington and Oregon. 
Can you put labor into a highly manufactured article and pro
duce it at the same cost when $4 is the average of common labor 
in one country and $3 in the other? Furthermore, the taxes 
upon ti}.e standing timber in British Columbia are purely 
nominal until it is remoYed. A severance tax is paid upon 
removal. We have no such taxes in Washington and Oregon. 
There taxes are paid annually. That overhead becomes an 
investment and is a continuing investment through the years, 
which is merged in the cost of production. 

Mr. LINTHICUM.. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HADLEY. I ask the gentleman to kindly desist for a 

time, because I have much ground to cover. 
Mr. LINTHICm!. The . gentleman has an hour. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield for the 

present. · 
Mr. HADLEY. So a duty of $1 per thousand was placed 

upon the raw material We did it in this House in the Fordney 
bll!, and we also put a duty upon the manufactured product, 
shmgles, but the Senate struck out that item and the situa
tion has been impossible ever since, with a duty on the raw 
material and no compensatory duty on the manufactured p1·od-
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net, when the manufactured product was entitled to a protec
tive rate in addition to a compensatory duty. But the logging 
industry is entitled to $1 per thousand. We are now proposing 
to rectify the mistake of 1922 by extending protection to shingles 
as well as to logs, in line with the former action of the House. 

Logging in Washington and Oregon is done somewhat dif
ferently from the methO(l in other sectillns of the country. The 
log is the logger's finished product. A large percentage of the 
production of logs is by independent loggers who have no mills. 
They sell the log as a finished product to the manufacturer. 
Therefore being the highly finished product it is, a very large 
percentage of labor entering into it, the labor of the country 
employed in logging is entitled to protection as against the 
cheaper labor in a foreign land, the same as in every other 
case in the bill under competitive conditions. 

Under the present law a large fraction of logs imported 
enters duty free. This bill makes them all dutiable. 

Under a system of permits for export employed in British 
Columbia when a surplus of logs accrues there the surplus is 
dumped into the American market in quantities sufficient to 
control and demoralize it. This results in the clOsing of Ameri
can camps. Under this competition the American logging in
dustry has been able to operate only 70 per cent of the time. 

Cedar lumber is the product of the same material from which 
shingles are manufactured. The competitive conditions in the 
case of cedar lumber and shingles are identical. The same 
raw material, the same labor conditions, and the same costs of 
production apply in one case as in the other. They raft to 
mills cedar logs for both purposes; some manufacture lumber 
and some manufacture shingles, while some manufacture both 
in mills known as combination mills, but the costs of produc-
tion parallel each other, and therefore the rate is made appli
cable to cedar lumber that is made to apply to shingles. 

In the case of shingles the downfall of the industry began in 
1913, when shingles were put on the free list. 

In the early nineties, when protected, the shingle industry 
prospered. The rate was taken off under the Wilson-Gorman 
bill. Then I saw the shingle industry go rapidly into decline, 
until 1897, when the Dingley bill re tored protection to the in
dustry at an increased rate. Then it again began to prosl)er. 
and it continued to prosper, as other industries in our country 
prospered for 16 years ; and then came that dark day in 1913 
when the Underwood law removed the tariff ~n shingles. From 
that day to thi:s there has been a rapid and continued declin~ 
in the shingle industry, while there has been a corresponding 
and contemporary increase in the production in British Colum· 
bia. I believe the evidence shows that the decrease in produc
tion in the States of "'\Vasbington and Oregon has been 16 per 
cent every year since the removal of the tariff in 1913, while 
the production has increased in the aggregate total nearly 400 
per cent in British Columbia. American capital in the State of 
Washington has gradually withdrawn and gone into British 
Columbia, bought timber rights, and built mills to manufacture 
the timber for export and sale free of duty in the market of 
the United States. 

The result of it all is that, as shown by undisputed testimony 
at the hearings, approximately 50 per cent of all the mills in 
the States of Washington and Oregon have been forced into 
bankruptcy or gone out of business on account of failing condi
tions, and half of the remainder are facing bankruptcy waiting 
and praying for the relief which this bill as reported would 
afford. 

On the question of costs there is not only a differential in 
common labor of $4 to $3, as shown by the Tariff Commission, 
and lower cost of competing raw material in British Columbia, 
for the particulars of which I refer you to the hearings and 
the Tariff Commission's report to the Preside'Ilt, and their later 
summary, but the question of oriental labor is involved. I do 
not contend that the price paid in wages to oriental labor is 
materially under that paid to white labor. I know there are 
some very expert Chinese who work as packers, and that tbey 
are paid equally as much, if not more, than white laborers who 
occupy the same positions; but whatever the wages, the net re
sult is that 90 per cent, or perhaps more than that, of the pro
duction of British Columbia shingles is shipped into American 
territory duty free, where they find their market. 

The Tariff Commission says that 45 per cent of the labor in 
British Columbia employed in its shingle mills is oriental, and 
while they are continuously employed our mills for one-third of 
the time-no witness has said less than 30 per cent of the 
tim~are closed because of overproduction in British Columbia 
and the absorption of the American market with the British 
Columbia product of 45 per cent oriental labor. 

How wonld you feel, my friends, if in your several districts 
you saw passing through your territory the- products of oriental 
labor, in competition with your own America~ laborers, and 

your own friends walking the streets in idleness one-third of 
the time throughout the year, year after year, for the want of 
an adequate protective duty? This is what our people have 
seen for years. They are trusting you now to remedy this 
appalling situation. I appeal to you in their behalf to restore 
to them the prosperity which they once enjoyed, to which they 
are-of right entitled. 

I have said to my friend from Mississippi, and I repeat, I do 
not believe there would be any material addition to the cost 
to the consumer of shingles or of cedar lumber if the rate 
proposed in this bill is given effect. Why? · Because under 
competitive conditions this has generally proved to be h·ue, 
where there is sharp direct competition, such as exi ts in the 
case of these commodities, in the domestic industry, and in 
addition to this there is presented here a case of intense 
collateral competition aside from that. 

You are familiar with the substitute roofing materials, which 
are competitive with shingles. The prices of these substitutes, 
in competition, would always be such as to hold down the level 
of the price of the manufactured wood shingles. They have to 
meet this situation in the market and the same thing is true 
of red-cedar lumber, because of the competition of redwood, 
cypress, 4nd one or two other raw materials which put the 
manufacturer of cedar lumber in the same position. 

Mr. COLLIER. Would it disconcert my friend to yield for 
a question now? 

Mr. HADLEY. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. COLLIER. The gentleman has referred to the substi· 

tutes. I would like to know if the tariff on the substitutes ls 
substantially in the same ratio as the tariff upon shingles. 
I ought to know myself, but I know I am going to higher 
authority when I ask what was the tariff rate on paper roo:fing-
10 cents, was it not? 

Mr. HADLEY. I do not remember. 
Mr. COLLIER. But they were about in line with the other? 
Mr. HADLEY. There is no duty on shingles or on cedar 

lumber now. 
Mr. COLLIER. I am talking about the proposed bill. 
1\Ir. HADLEY. There is some duty on asbestos shingles. 
Mr. COLLIER. I know the duty on asbestos. The gentle

man will recall that there was one member of the committee 
who was very much opposed to the gentleman's tariff on 
shingles but was rather strong for a tariff on paper roofing, and 
I just wondered what he succeeded in getting. 

Mr. HADLEY. I do not recall that item now. 
Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield for just one ques

tion? 
Mr. HADLEY. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
1\fr. GARNER. I notice in this schedule you have changed 

the situation with respect to logs. You have logs at $1 per 
thousand at the present time, and that applies to lumber and 
things made out of the logs, except when you go to make paper 
that is bought by these large newspaper plants. They get theirs 
free, and I just wondered why you discrimi~ated against the 
taxpayer who has to build a house and the taxpayer who pub
lishes a great newspaper. 

Mr. HADLEY. That, of course, opens a wide field of dis
cussion as to whether there ought to be a duty on wood pulp 
or not, and a field in which I do not now desire to enter, be
cause I have not the time. I will make this observation: As 
the gentleman from Texas knows, I was the chairman of the 
chemical schedule subcommittee, and I feel that I ought to 
discuss that schedule as I now intend to do, and therefore I am 
very materially abreviating my remarks on the wood schedule, 
which I would like to discuss at greater length. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield for a question 
on shingles before he leaves that point? 

1\fr. HADLEY. Yes. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Why would it not be in keeping with our 

conservation policy, and also protect the mills, if we permitted 
the cedar logs to come in free and left the tariff on the shingles? 

Mr. HADLEY. That would just transfer all our business to 
British Columbia and tie up the production of logs in this 
country, because they could not compete on a fair remunerative 
basis. 

The cedar has to be taken out with the fir. When you cut 
the fir you have to cut the cedar and take it out with it, so that 
there can be no protection without reaching the other side of 
the line on both the raw material and the manufactured prod
uct, in both of which, unprotected, the competition is destruc
tive. 

Mr. · GARBER of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HADLEY. Yes. 
Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Can the gentleman inform the 

committee what a rate of 25 per cent ad valorem per thousand 
would reflect in price? 
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Mr. iiADl.EY. The gentleman probably understands that 

there are '29 grad-es of shingles, aerording to the Tariff Oom
mission r~port. Some witnesses before the -committee stated 
that there are 2{), but the Tariff Commission says there are 29. 
Tbey will vary and the equivalent specific rate would probably 
run from 40 to 50 and even 75 cents and mare, according to the 
different grades. Let me say that we produce in the State 
of Washington and in Oregon every grade of shingle that they 
produce in "Briti h Columbia. But economic conditions have 
forced our mills into production of more of the lower grades of 
shingles-lower than British Oolumbia, because in British 
Colrunbia they indulge in the waste of raw material that we 
bould not economically sustain at sacrificial costs. So we are 
forced to a less profitable production. 

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HADLEY. I will yield, and then I ean yield no further 

until I take up the chemical schedule. 
Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman tell us why the railroads, 

telegraph companies, and telephone companies are permitted 'lo 
bring in logs for poles and cross ties free? 

Mr. HADLEY. Because they are on the free list. 
Mr. CRISP. That is an excellent reason, but what I was 

trying to get at is what induced the gentleman to leave it on 
the free list when you make other consumers pay a tax? 

Mr. HADLEY. I assure the gentleman that there is no rea
son like favoritism for putting them on the free list. There was 
n<> particular disC1lssion., as far .as I recollect, on that subject. 
I do not remember that it was a 'Special issue. I did not mean 
to be impertinent to the gentleman when I said it was because 
they were o-n the free list. 

1t!r. ORISP. The gentleman understands my love for him 
and understands that I do not wish to embarrass him, but I 
noticed it was left on the free list slightly amended, so it was 
not an oversight. 

Mr. HADLEY. I do not think -it· was an issue before the 
eommlttee. In all this work, including the chemical schedule, 
we did not go out of the way to make rates in matters which 
were not in controversy before the committee. We undertook 
to deal with condttions before the committee. 

l1r. GARNER. In order to help the gentleman to get to the 
chemical schedule, may I ask him a question? 

Mr. HADLEY. I prefer to discuss the chemical schedule now. 
Mr. GARNER. I want to refer to one thing in the chemical 

schedule because I have an engagement at 1 o'clock and I may 
not be here. I wondered why it Wll.S you, left casein as it is 
while you gave 100 per cent advm1.ce on the compounds of 
casein? 

M.r. HADLEY. I will say that the committee may be ri~ht 
or it may be wrc:mg on this. I think it is right. I do not pro
fess to have any more wisdom tiPOn that subject than has the 
gentleman from Texas. But let me state this proposition : Nat
urally, wllen I -considered the source from which casein is 
derived I W()uld be inclined to an adequate duty on the product. 
But we found when we went into the subject as we did that 
foreign casein command.B a higher price in our markets to-day 
than the domestic casein. It is not the custom in tariff making 
where competition is ()f that nature for any application of tariff 
relief to be made, but only where the prices are lower abroad 
and come in competition with a bi'gher price at home. As a 
matter of fac4 briefly stated, that is the whole answer to the 
question ()f the gentleman from Texas as to why we did not 
increase the present duty on casein. 

We had before our committee eb.emica.l experts.. Every sub
committee had experts on their particular schedules from the 
rr'arift' Commission. 

One excellent ehemical expert in the employ of the commis
sion had been in South America. He went expressly to inv~
gate this subject and saw the conditions under which casein is 
produced. He also surveyed the field in this country. He 
found in Argentina a product that was acceptable to the con
sumers of ca ein in this country. 

But in the United States it seemed that the state of produc
tion has not yet reached the point where they are willing to 
pay for the American product what they do pay for the product 
from the Argentine-the principal eompetitor. Of course I have 
the greatest appreciation and admiration for the ingenuity .and 
genius of the American people in every line of employment and 
production, but the precipitation of casein is effected in a differ
ent way. It is done in a chemical way here (PV mineral acids), 
whereas in Argentina it is precipitated by the natural sour 
process and is then sun dried. In America it is dried by artifi
cial heat and there seems to be a material difference in the 
uniformity and quality of the product. I do not say that there is, 
but I say that the consumers of the product say there is, and 
that they pay a higher price for it. We have now a 2%-cent 
rate on casein, and my friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER] -pe~-

haps recalls that when the Democratic Party was in power it 
was on the free list. 1 don't know just why, but we put 2~ 
eents on it in 1922. What the committee did was to leave it 
where it is; it did not raise it, because we went into this thor
'Oughly and made an investigation and reached the conscientious 
corrvicti<>n that if you raise the rate on casein to the point 
where the witnesses who appeared in that behalf asked, or to 
a point where it would be practically prohibitive, to protect and 
develop this indu-stry here, it would tend to drive the consump
tion of casein or of th-e milk from which the casein is made in 
America out of th-e market, where it now enjoys a 75 pel' cent 
output; because consumers of casein would resort to a substi
tute for use in coated paper and other industries, but par
ticularly in the coated-paper industry. Whether they would or 
not I do not know, but they say so. Furthermore, our investi
gation of the competitive situation 1ed us to believe that logi
cally and necessarilY that would result; and wher-e the domestic 
producers have now a large market outlet for casein, otherwise 
the skimmed milk from which it is produced would go back 
into the swill tub. I want to see casein protected as fully as 
we can protect it, but I believe it would have resulted in a 
marked curtailment in its use in coated -paper if we had fol
lowed the suggestions as to a high duty. 

M.r. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I shall never get to the chemi

cal schedule at all if I keep on yielding. I have taken this 
time out of consideration for my friend from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER], and, if the gentleman will kindly wait, I shall appre
ciate it very much. I have some material here on the chemical 
schedule that I wish to put into the REcoRD. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman will 
eomp1ete the answer to the question. He answered why he did 
not increase the 2lh per cent, but he did not answer why he 
found it necessary to increase 100 per cent on casein compound. 

Mr. HADLEY. We will take that up under the 5-minute 
rule when we read the bill. · 

Mr. GARNER. I hope that we will reach it under the 
5-minute rule. We will have full opportunity to discuss it if 
we ever do reach it under the 5-minute rule. 

l!r. HADLEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to say something 
about the chemical schedule. In the chemical industry America 
has mueh to be J>roud of. You will remember that before the 
World War the United States had developed an extensive in
dustry in heavy chemicals, but it had accompli~hed very little 
in the way of synthetic-organic development. With the out
break of the World War in 1914 a great era of development 
in the chemical industry in the United States began. We had 
a period of depression in that industry in 1913 which was well 
under way before the war just as we had generally under the 
Underwood law, but the war intervened, and operated tem
porarily in a protective way~ as it did on other industries, so 
that the cheap foreign goods that came in before the war 
eeased, and we began with the war to develop the industry. 

As already stated, first, our production of explosives, with 
its atten-dant requirements of acids, alkalies, solvents, and other 
materials, was increased manyfold to meet the demands of the 
allied powers. This period witnessed the greatest progre6S in 
the replacement of the wasteful bee-hive coke ovens by the by
product ovens with their invaluable yields of ammonia, coal tar, 
gas, and solvents, all needed for our war industries. 

The dye industry was established, and with it the production 
of many synthetic medicinals previously obtained almost en
tirely from abroad and vital for tHe preservation of the health 
of the people of the Nation. 

The organic chemical industry developed rapidly during the 
war period. The corn-fermentation method for making butyl 
alcohol and acetone was successfully developed. Domestic pro
duction of synthetic oxalic acid began on a large scale, to
gether with many other important organic chemicals. 

After the close of the war the Congress was confronted with 
the problem of the 'Proper tariff treatment of the chemical in
dustry in order to encourage and foster its newly developed 
fields. It had been clearly demonstrated to be a key industry, 
essential in peace as well as in war, for the health and pros
perity of our people. The chemical schedule of the tari:f'r act of 
1922 was framed with the -purpose of further encouraging this 
industry. 

-The act of 1922 has been in force for nearly seven years. Dur
ing that time many important changes and developments have 
occurred in the chemical industries. The dye industry has con
tinued to develop so that it now supplies about 92 per cent of 
our total consumption of dyes by quantity and about 80 per cent 
by value. Many of the standard dyes are cheaper now than 
they were in 1913, and prices have continually declined. 

I remember in 1921 when the Ways and Means Committee 
was working on the revision which was finally enacted in 1922, 
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I then had the honor to work with the distinguished Speaker 
of this House, who was then a member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means and had long been such. He was chairman of 
this particular schedule. We labored upon it for weeks. He 
had been a student of it for years. The result of the work 
which went forward through the two bodies •was finally con
sumated in the present law, and it is best reflected in what has 
followed since. 

One of the most remarkable developments under the present 
tariff act is the growth of the solvent industry-the alcohols
denatured alcohol, synthetic methanol, and butyl alcohol from 
corn, to name the most outstanding, largely due to the tre
mendous increase in the production of automobiles. Snythetic 
methanol, first developed in Germany, is now being produced 
in the United States in sufficient quantities to supply our needs. 

The plastic industry has undergone striking development since 
1922. This industry may be broadly divided into three main 
groups-the pyroxylin or celluloid plastics, the cellulose acetate 
.plastics, and the synthetic resins. Each kind of plastic has 
its special fields of application, based upon physical and chemi
cal characteristics, and prices of the materials. Nearly every 
phase of human activity now uses these products in some form 
or other. The cellulose acetate plastics, because of their greater 
stability to light and heat, and less inflammability, enter cer
tain fields for which pyroxylin is not so well adapted. While 
the plastic industry has been prosperous, the manufacture of 
fabricated articles involving a high proportion of labor cost, 
has met severe competition from imports, due to the low wages 
prevailing in Europe and Japan. 

The last two or three years has witnessed rapid development 
of the fixed nitrogen industry in this country. The ultimate 
capacity of the plants now in operation and under construction 
for the manufacture of synthetic ammonia will render the 
United States entirely independent of foreign .raw materials 
for the manufacture of nitric acid hitherto made from Chile 
saltpeter, but now to be made entirely by the oxidation of 
ammonia. From this synthetic ammonia is also being produced 
artificial sodium nitrate or Chile saltpeter, for fertilizer pur
poses. The importance to industry, to agriculture, and to na
tional defense, of a nation self-contained in its supply of nitro
·gen can not be overemphasized. 

Utilization of certain gases in natural gas and in petroleum 
cracking processes for the manufacture of valuable derivatives 
was in its experimental stage in 1922. Under the rates provided 
by the tariff act of that year this new synthetic organic chemical 
industry has grown to impressive proportions, comparable in 
promise of future value to the development of the coal-tar in
dustry in Germany. Among the more important products of this 
industry is thylene glycol, used as a partial substitute for glyc
erin in the manufacture of dynamite 1\nd as an antifreeze in 
automobile radiators. The latest product of this industry is 
synthetic acetone. Other valuable derivatives are used for 
lacquer solvents, extraction solvents,· medicinals, and synthetic 
gums and resins. 

Exceedingly important developments have taken place in the 
production of chemicals produced by fermentation processes. 
Of these the best known is butyl alcohol produced from corn, 
while recently the most significant development is the produc
tion of citric acid by the fermentation of cane sugar, an accom
plishment which, together with the output of Californian by- . 
product citrus industry, renders the United States independent 
of foreign raw materials for the manufacture of citric acid. 
The manufacture of glycerin by the fermentation of molasses 
is also an important achievement. 

Other important developmen-ts during the last seven years are 
formic and chromic acids, vanadium chemicals, rubber chem
icals, acetaldehyde, and synthetic acetic acid. 

A significant development in European industry since the 
close of the ·world War is the growth of cartels. The develop
ment of these cartels has been pronounced in the chemical in
dustry and involves combinations of manufacturers in one or 
more of the countries of Germany, France, Switzerland, Holland, 
Belo-ium, Engl&nd, Norway, Italy, and other European countries. 
Thclr purposes are various and include pooling of patents, pur
chase of raw materials, price fixing, allocation of markets for 
the purpose of stabilization and expansion of exports. Such 
combinations within the United States are in violation of the 
Sherman Antitrust Act. Domestic manufacturers are theref~re 
at a disadvantage in the domestic market and in competing with 
Europe for the export market. Under these conditions they are 
entitled to ample protection in their home market. 

The chemical export trade of the four leading chemical pro
ducing nations-the United States, Germany, England, and 
France-amounted to $800,000,000 in 1928. Of this immense 
sum Germany's share was two-fifths, and represents nearly a 
20 ~r cent increase for that country since 1926. It is significant 

that a large share of Germany's increa.Ee in exports is repre· 
sented by fixed nitrogen fertilizers, while important increases 
were also made in medicinals, dyes, and lacquers. The United 
States is Germany's best market for chemicals. 

The chemical exports of the United States in 1928 ranked 
next to those of Germany, representing nearly one-fourth of 
the total of the four nations. The increase in value since 1926, 
however, is only 5 per cent. 

The chemical exports of Great Britain and France in 1928 
were less than those of the United States, but represent in· 
creases since 1926 of 15 and 12 per cent, respectively. 

Certain foreign chemical manufacturers, including members 
of cartels, have erected plants in the United States in order to 
obtain an increasing proportion of the domestic market. A re
cent example of this trend is the announcement last month of 
the American Interessen Gemeinschaft Chemical Co., a sub· 
sidiary of the German Interessen Gemeinschaft, · the greatest 
chemical · trust in the world, of its intention to build plants 
in this country for the manufact11re of fertilizers, dyes, rayon, 
synthetic chemicals, medicinals, ·photographic chemicals, pyroxy· 
lins, and other products. · · · · 

It is of significance that the industrial nations of the world 
have given special treatment to their chemical industries in 
the form of license control of imports, protective tariffs, em· 
bargoes, or subsidies. While such special treatment has been 
more frequent in the case of dyes, one or more of these methods 
of encouraging home industry is used by most of the industrial 
nations. In the United States many of these methods were 
employed at one time or another to foster the dye and synthetic 
organic chemical industry during the critical period from 1916 
to 1922. The act of 1922 and the present bill resort to protec
tive tariffs only. 

In framing the chemical schedule of the new bill,- only such 
changes have been made as were necessary to meet develop· 
ments and changes in competitive conditions which have oc· 
curred · since 1922. There have been some changes in phrase
ology to avoid litigation which has arisen under the act of 
1922. A number of items which have become of commerCial 
importance in recent years have ·been given specific mention 
for the first time. ·A few items have been transferred from the 
free list to the dutiable list because of the influx of cheap for
eign~ goods. Nearly as many items· have been transferred from 
the dutiable to the free list. In general, the rates of duties pro
claimed by the President, after investigation by the Tariff Com. 
mission, have been perpetuated. The Ameriean valuation pro
visions of paragraphs 27 and 28 covering coal-tar intermediates 
and dyes have been retained. 

The future prospect of the American chemical industry is 
bright and bears promise of accomplishing greater things than its 
recent remarkable achievements, some of the more important of 
which I have already touched upon. Applications of chemistry 
to-day affects nearly every phase of industrial life. The fixed
nitrogen industry, synthetic and fermentation organic ·chemicals, 
organic solvents, the plastic industry, and many others seem 
assured of large and vigorous expansion under the rates con· 
tained in this bill. 

I want to make one reference to the committee report. It 
contains a brief statement as to the number of changes in the 
bill, which I find upon review is somewhat inaccurate. It was 
hurriedly prepared in order to make it available when the bill 
was introduced. I wish to incorporate this as a more accurate 
statement of the facts: 

Tlxee paragraphs containing new material have been added to 
Schedule 1 of the pending bill and one paragraph transferred 
from Schedule 1 of the act of 1922 to the free list. Changes 
have been made in rates in 32 paragraphs, and in addition 8 
paragraphs have had commodities added to them. About 47 
commodities have been specifically mentioned, and there have 
been changes in phraseology in certain paragraphs in order to 
avoid litigation and ambiguity. Rates have been changed on 40 
commodities, of which 33 were increases and 7 decreases, and 9 
items were transferred to the free list. Three items dutiable 
under the basket clauses of Schedule 1 are mentioned specifically 
in the free list. Also, the rates have been increased on 24 com
modities not specifically enumera ted in Schedule 1 of the old 
act, · but which were dutiable under basket paragraphs, and there 
were 7 transfers from the free list to Schedule 1. In addition, 
paragraph 2 has: been expanded and 15 items speCifically men
tioned. 

I also wish to incorporate in the RECoRD one paragraph from 
the report, so that it will appear more permanently, and also to 
bring that paragraph to your immediate attention in the con
sideration of the bill. It is this: 

The equivalent ad valorem rate for the dutiable items of the chemical 
schedule imported under the act ot 1922 up to 1928 is 33.78 per cent, 
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compared with an average of 37.67 per cent for all dutiable items 1m
ported during the same period. Furthermore, the percentage of imports 
(by value) of duty-free chemjcals to that of all dutiable ehemical 
imports under the act of 1922 is 71.83, as compared with 62.73 per 
cent, the ratio for all duty-free imports to all dutiable imports. The 
equivalent ad valorem rate on all chemicals, dutiable and free, imported 
under the act of 1922 is 9.39 per cent, as compared with an equivalent 
ad valorem rate of 14.04 per cent on total imports of all kinds during 
the same period. Therefore it can not be successfully contended that 
the rates of duty in Schedule 1 of the act of 1922 are above the levels 
of other schedules. 

With reference to paragraphs 27 and 28, witnesses appearing 
at the hearings asked that the original rates be restored. These 
high rates were automatically redu~ed September 22, 1924, under 
the terms of the existing law. The committee refused to recom
mend the restoration of the former rates but has provided for 
perpetuation of the rates now in force. Request was also made 
that the rates in the basket clause be raised from 25 to 40 per 
cent. The committee refused to so recommend, and the general 
basket paragraph remains at 25 per cent. We lifted out of this 
paragraph, viz, paragraph 5, a number of the items which have 
achieved importance and have given them such specific mention 
and rates of duty as the committee thought were justified. 

Mr. GARNER Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman ~ield 
there? 

·Mr. HADLEY. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. Is not one reason why the average rate is 

what it is because of the American valuation of coal-tar 
products? -

Mr. HADLEY. Of course, if we bad the foreign valuation it 
goes without saying that the rates would be much higher. 

Mr. GARNER. Then, if you had the American valuation al}
plied to other schedules you could materially reduce those 
schedules? 

Mr. HADLEY. I could not say. Tbe result might be the 
same, but the rate would probably be lower. _ 

Mr. GARNER. Wherever you have the American valuation 
the rate would be less. You retain it in this bill. 

Mr. HADLEY. It is important in its application to new 
products, and the gentleman from Texas is well aware, as the 
recital in the statement I have made sufficiently shows, that in 
the c.qemical and c-oal-tar dye industries they are rapidly de
veloping new products, the cost of which can not be accurately 
ascertained. Therefore the American valuation is of peculiar 
application to these products which are a necessity both in war 
and in peace, and the committee was unwilling in the present 
stage of the industry, with the cartel situation existing in Ger
many, to recommend a departure from the American valuation 
in sections 27 and 28 of the present law. 

Mr. Chairman and Members, I think the chemical industry 
faces a very bright future lf we maintain the rates that are 
provided in this bill. We have revised the rates to meet com
petitive conditions and we have endeavored. to consider the 
co t situation in making those modifications. We have been 
very careful not to increase the rates beyond what we believe 
would represent the true differential under competitive condi
tions. We have endeavored to meet the situation fairly and 
reasonably. It may be that there are cases in this and in 
other schedules where all the facts have not been adequately 
gleaned, but we have endeavored to obtain all the facts in our 
subcommittee and in the other subcommittees, too. However, 
it may be that those who have peculiar knowledge of their 
own indusn·y may present additional facts, and opportunity 
is to be offered, as I understand, for such showings to be made. 

I want to say, in behalf of those who worked with me in the 
subcommittees on this and other schedules of which I haT"e 
bad the honor to be a member, that they were diligent in their 
work and gave laborious attention to every detail. I assure 
the Members of the House that the revision of the chemical 
schedule has not been an easy task. 

It is our conscientious conviction, however, that the con
clusions reached, as expressed in the pending bill, are sound 
and will further promote and develop this great field of national 
activity. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wash
ington has expired. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gentle
man trom Tennessee [Mr. HULL]. [Applause.] 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that 
}this Congress and the national administration would take ad
vantage of the present wonderful opportunity to make a broad 

) survey and searching examination and analysis of our financial 
industrial and economic conditions, to visualize the true plac~ 
that this great country occupies in the present world situation 
preliminary and preparatory to the wisest and most modernized 

. . 

fiscal legislation. Such COUrSe would nave involved broad vision 
and constructive statesmanship with the ability and disposition 
to recognize and grasp all important phases of our present eco
nomic conditions as revealed by our export and import trade, 
commercial policy here and elsewhere, growing surpluses of 
domestic industries and their disposition, our foreig'Il debts, our 
present domestic industrial structure, its general advantages 
and disadvantages in productive efficiency and capacity, and 
other governing facts important for present consideration. 
From a debtor country, from an inferior nation in industry, 
finance, and trade prior to the war, the United States emergE>d 
in the postwar period as the industrial and financial leader of 
the world. She had developed character, efficiency, leadership, 
and resources unrivaled in history. 

A reexamination of the Fordney tariff structure, with a view 
to ascertaining what changes would be advisable in our tariff 
and commercial policy, at this stage, in the light· of the great 
transformation that has taken place in the industrial, commer
cial, and economic affairs of this country and the world since 
1913, was a vital part of such investigation and inquiry. But to 
my extreme disappointment none of these steps have been taken, 
but instead " the hog has returned to his wallow, and the dog 
to his vomit." 

Notwithstanding the complete changes here and everywhere, 
social, political, financial, and industrial, as I have stated, our 
Republican friends have not undertaken to visualize or deal 
with a single phase of these new conditions and to prescribe a 
modified and modernized economic policy that would embrace 
their sound interpretation. We behold instead a typical old
time Republican tariff revision, with its logrolling, bargaining, 
and intriguing, trading and trafficking, and other conditions 
bordering on open scandal, from all of which most people would 
gladly turn away. Instead of a new policy of moderate tariffs 
with fair and liberal commercial or trade policy, based on the 
favored-nation doctrine in its unconditional form, it is now pro
posed further to build all our economic policies around the doc
trine of extreme nationalism or isolation, with discrimination 
or retaliation as our chief commercial policy, ignoring the patent 
fact that the future progress and prosperity of this country 
requires expanding production and expansion of foreigil markets. 

I frankly admit that when I read the Brazil speech of Presi
dent-elect Hoover some weeks ago, in which he proclaimed t.I:te 
broad doctrine that "international trade to-day is the lifeblood 
of modern civilization," I had strong hope that he would return 
here and be able to impress this sane and statesmanlike view 
upon his legislative associates at the national Capitol. .But sad 
to say, all visions of our real domestic problems, of international 
trade, or any other phase of international economic affairs, have 
been brushed aside, and we come back, as we did 60 years ago, 
to that narrow, unscientific, and selfish policy of upward tariff 
revision. Secretary Hoover, to my surprise again, after his 
return here, undertook to narrow the implications of his speech 
in Brazil. In his message a few days ago he said : 

It would seem to me that the test of necessity for revision is in the 
main whether there has been a substantial slackening of activity in an 
industry during the past few years, and a consequent decrease of 
employment due to insurmountable competition in the products of that 
industry. It is not as if we were setting up a new basis of protective 
duties. We did that seven years ago. 

Then a second thought occurred to the President, and he 
could not restrain its expression: 

In determining changes in our tariff we must not fail to take into 
account the broad interests of the country as a whole. 

He seemed to realize that somebody might not think of the 
broad interests of the country but only their individual, selfish 
interest in connection with the making up of these rates. 

And such interests--

The President proceeds-
include our trade relations with other countries. It is obviously unwise 
protection which sacrifices a greater amount of employment in exports 
to g:tin a less amount of employment from imports. 

There is the germ of a modernized thought that is preemi
nently applicable tQ our present-day situation which has been 
wholly and hopelessly ignored in the policy embraced in the 
pending bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to state the fu·st impression I now get 
from the situation, as follows : 

Viewed from the practical st~ndpoint, there are to-day but 
two groups of economic thought that will have the least oppor
tunity in ~he early future to define and write our tariff and com
mercial policy. Their economic views and practices differ widelY 
~nd fundame'Ilt~lly. Those who would make themselves factors 

1 
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I 

in the formulation of our hi riff and trade policies, therefore, 
have no alternative but to support one of these grou~' and op
pose the other. The one, which at present is in control, consists 
of the chief tariff beneficiaries in hard-and-fast alliance with 

I the dominant elements of the Republican Party. These benefi
ciaries finance that political organization and in return dictate 

\ 

in the main their own tariff rates, high and indiscriminately
rates based on no formula and no standard of measurement. 
The chief object is to shut out all competitive importations, 
direct, ind:iJ:ect, or remote, with no concern for foreign trade. 

\ 

This is the policy of the embargo or superprotection and re
visions in the sense of increasing tariff benefits are ever upward. 
Their methods are often notoriously corrupt. Their standard ·of 
political morality is low. Democrats must realize that these 
sinister forces will continue thus to dominate the Government 

I 
and its economic policies unless the opposition, regardless of 
its different shades of more moderate tariff opinion, unites to 
prevent it. 

The other and opposing group of ~conomic thought challenges 
this policy of narrow and extreme nationalism, its methods and 
practices, and demands, first, that an impartial Congress, tin
controlled by and divorced from tariff beneficiaries, but fair 
and friendly toward all sections and classes of legitimate busi
ne~s, shall have the untrammeled function of formulating and 
writing our tariff and commercial policy. The forces compris
ing this ec~omic group would moderate the e:xisting extreme 
tariff practices and liberalize our commercial policy at present 
based on discrimination or retaliation alone. They would 
fraTikly recognize the nature of the present high tariff structure 
and the. fact that certain segments of industry ha>e been artifi
cially developed under its shelter. They would oppose further 
revision upward, but undertake gradual and careful revision in 
the opposite direction to a level of moderate or reasonably com
petitive rates which, while guarding against any conditions of 
domestic monopoly and at the same time safeguarding all effi
cient industries against abnormal imports, would place all in
dustry and business on a sounder and healthier basis. 

This program coupled with liberal commercial policy calcu
lated to insure wider and better foreign markets for our grow
ing surpluses, would insure the fullest measure of employment 
at high wages, increased production at lower cost, and splendid 
profits to capital. To this end the aid of a capable and unbiased 
fact-finding commission would be invoked at every stage. The 
general public interest alone would be the test. When this step 

\ 

in revision and liberalization shall have been accomplished, then, 
under improved and changed conditions will come the occasion 
for every person to seek such further, final, and detailed revision 
as his individual views may suggest. 

If one is in serious sympathy with the present combined 
political and embargo tariff forces, for whom such men as 
1\fellon, Lippitt, and Grundy are spokesmen, he should openly 
ally himself with them, otherwise he should fight on the other 
side. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, as an illustration, and I am trying to 
get at the practical workings of the forces in this country that 
now dictate our tariff and commercial policy. I care not a 
baubee for individual views or theories about the tariff for the 
purpose of the present situation. The practical side of it is 
that certain combined forces in this country are in control of 
the Government. They stand for embargo rates for manufac
turing and industry and they undertake at all times to retafu 
their dominance over the American people. Now, one is called 
upon either to get in behind their leadership and follow them 
in the preparation and enactment of their tariff policies, in 
which they may honestly believe, or one must resolutely an
nounce that he is not in sympathy with that policy of extremism, 
and cast his lot with those opposition forces whose first objective 
is to check this constant revision upward and bead it back 
the other way, and then proceed, with the aid of a fact-finding 
commission, until a decent level, both as to the tariff and com
mercial policy, shall have been reached. As I see it, that is 
the situation presented here to-day, and strange to say, Mr. 
Chairman, some other very prominent facts have now disclosed 
themselves with respect to the present course of those in control 
They now boldly announce that they propose, in effect, to aban
don all pretense of formulas or standards of tariff measurement 
and to go back to the old Republican steam-shovel method under 
which tariff rates were heaped on indiscriminately and moun
tain-high, upon the assumption that domestic competition would 
keep prices down to a decent leveL That is a part of the 
fundamental policy written in the present bill. 

I must say that our Republican colleagues on the Ways and 
1\Ieans Committee, whatever other qualities they may possess, 
had no inferiority complex when it comes to writing the rates 
for certain classes of industry. In the pending bill we are in
viting the farmers again to sit on the side lin-es, while industry 

romps about in the middle of the lot and writes high rates 
that fit their own selfish desires. The Fordney tariff, as I indi
cated a while ago, is taken as the bru;is of the present and future 
tariff policy. That means that most of that structure is already 
prohibitive of any direct competition. Those prohibitive rates 
are left undisturbed in the main, and our friends propose to take 
and adopt that as our permanent tariff structure, and add to it 
as we go along, which means the stoppage of the small air holes 
that have revealed themselves since 1922. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, we all kn.ow that every tariff
seeking industrialist in the country wo11ld have been here de
manding increased rates had he .not been more than satisfied 
with the rates he bas had since 1922. 

This means he has an embargo, because no man living has 
ever seen greed limited by less than embargo tariff rates in 
this country. 

If it were not for the tragedies growing out of tariff policies \ 
I could gather my year-ar&und amusemen_t from the ()peration.<; 
and performances of those who seek ta1iffs and those who 1 
enjoy tariffs-visualizing the lobbyists, their movements, tbeh· 
trading, their intriguing, their machinations, and visualizing 
those who get benefits and those who do not, and see those who 
C()me here and logroll and get what they want and then go out 
from this Capitol singing that old song: 

[Laughter.] 

I care not for the st:w:s that shine, 
I only know that I've got mine. 

This is the spirit that characterizes these performances. 
The farmer is given high rates chiefly on products he raises I 

for export. The tariff on these yields no benefits. 1 
The farmer ought to be well contented with the rates on all 

of his products produced for export, and that is the major por· 
tion of them. Perhaps 90 per cent of his acreage produc~s 
surpluses that must be exported. On hogs and lard and all 
those kinds of products; also corn, oats, rye, barley, tobacco, 
cotton, hay-in the main the farmer is given anything l1e wants: 
and you know, my friends, I sometimes grow amused when I 
see Secretary Mellon, for instance, with his 76 per cent vn 
aluminum kitchen ware, 100 per cent effective, under the oper-
ation of which that company, with a seven and a half million 
dollar paid-in capital, bas now grown until its net worth is over 
$250,000,000-I can visualize Secretary Mellon going to the ·corn 
raiser with his 15 cents a bushel on corn and telling him that 
"tariff protection has become the accepted American policy," 
and he coddles that corn grower until he teaches him how to 
repeat that sentence, with his 15 cents a bushel on corn. It 
might as well be 15,000 cents, and yet he is asked, and too often 
agrees, to cast his economic fortune with a great industry that 
is getting 76 per cent or 100 per cent of its 76 per cent tariff 
benefits. 

I can visualize our tin-plate people, and my distinguished 
friend the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] was unfortu
nate in his references to the tin-plate and the aluminum people 
as examples of keeping down domestic prices. I recall that 
when we put 21,1; cents a pound on tin, Mr. William B. Leeds 
and Daniel B. Reed said, "Well, if you are going to give us 
$50 a t()n, we will go down into Indiana and put up a plant and 
get rich quick," and within 15 years one of them had made 
$15,000,000; I think had bought the Rock Island Railroad and 
gambled it off for another system or two, and William B. Leeds 
in 20 years had made about $40,000,000, and his family have been 
basking in international society ever since. There is a situa
tion where domestic competition did not keep prices down and 
where we had excessive tariff rates. 

The tin-plate manufacturer, sitting behind his tariff at $22.40 
a ton, tells the grower of oats, with his worthless tarif:t of 15 
cents a husbel, that " tariff protection has become the accepted 
American policy." The manufacture of pocketknives, with his 
effective tariffs of 183 per cent, shouts to the bacon and lard 
producer, with his worthless "tariffs of 1 and 2 cents a pound, 
that "tariff protection has become the accepted American pol· 
icy," and so on through a long list of rates which give industry 
from 3 to 5 and 10 to 1 advantage over agriculture as a whole. 
And, too, this is equivalent to saying that scandalous logrolnng, 
notorious high-tariff lobbying and trafficking, and wholesale 
corruption of State electorates as in Pennsylvania, which always 
follow in the wake of superprotection movements, have become 
" the accepted American policy" ; and that chronic conditions 
of depression and bankruptcy in agriculture and serious depres. 
sions in all surplus-producing industries-the inevitable condi
tions under extreme high tru.iffs-have become "the accepted 
American policy." 

I want to call the attention of the House to the fact that the 
present revision does not contemplate rate reduction but only 
rate increases, with a few scattering exceptions, and I wa.s 

.. . 
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about to say a moment ago In regard to President Hoover's 
message, his message only contemplates rate increases in this 
country, increases on top of the embargo structure of the Ford· 
ney Act, enacted in 1922. There is no plan or purpose or desire 
to even consider whether we should have any tariff reduction 
in any given instance. 

1\Ir. Chairman, this bill sharply raises the question of 
whether a tariff rate can ever be made too high, and also the 
question of whether this Government would ever, under any 
circumstances, reduce any particular number of tariff rates. 
The negative of this policy is put forth by this bill. 

Since the religious and other wars of th~ sixteenth century, 
economic questions and problems have been the germs from 
which most important wars have sprung. Economic questions 

' more than all others will engross the attention of this country 
and the world for many years to come. Our economic imp1:!rial

J ism and isolation to-day are more unpopular than Germany's 
i military impelialism in 1914. Since the coming of the income 

tax the chief demand for high tariffs has been mainly based 
on 'considerations of protection. None would urge tariff taxa-

' tion from the standpoint of equity, because it is essentially a 
class tax. None would urge it to reduce transportf.l.tiOn costs, 
because it substantially increases such costs. None would urge 
it as a means of encouraging·export trade, because it seriously 
obstructs export trade. None would urge it as a means of 
reducing domestic production costs, because it materially in
creases such costs. None would urge it in reduction of living 
costs, because it boosts living costs. None would urge it as a 
means of promoting fair and friendly trade methods and prac
tices, because it invites or challenges trade reprisals and retalia
tions. None would urge it as an aid to the payment of our 
foreign debts, with interest, because it seriously obstructs such 
payments. None would urge it except those who would increase 
the prices of their own production. Even the chief beneficiaries 
are ~ not so enamored with high tariffs as honestly to approve 
tariff protection for materials they must purchase, and they 
strangely reject the principle whenever it burdens the cost of 
their materials. This is due to the axiomatic principle that 
tariffs operate as a simple transfer of property of the producer 
who does not get its benefits to the producer who does, and i& 
thereby able to increase his prices to th~ former. 

Now, on farm relief-we are ostensibly convened here for the 
purpose of farm relief. I hesitate to make the personal refer
ence, but in order that I may not be misunderstood I do venture 
to say that for many years I have been tied up with seven or 
eight farms. I know something about farm conditions and 
about the agricultural situatiO'Il, and I speak sympathetically in 
what I say. 

When I recall that the highest and finest types of our civili
zation in all the centuries past originated among rural people, 
that the cities have never been able to preserve and maintain 
those high types in a permanent way, but that they have always 
found their last retreat back among that sturdy yeomanry that 
reside in the rural sections-when I contemplate this situation 
I naturally fall in with Thomas Jefferson's ideas that we should 
so conduct our national policies as to maintain an equilibrium 
between agriculture and industry in this country [applause]; 
that we should not allow one to submerge the other; that we 
should keep them on a balance just as we keep our three depart
ments of government on a balance; that this more nearly than 
all other policies is calculated to guarantee the permanency of 
a free republic. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, if I may be pardoned for just a moment, I 
want to read what I have been offering for some years here to 
the House in the form of a resolution in connection with farm 
relief: 

Tariff revision downward, thereby materially 'diminishing the 
farmer's cost of production, cost of transportation, cost of 
living, and liberal trade policies to promote wider and better 
foreign markets for surpluses ; financial and other aid and en
couragement of efficiency in agriculture and in the wider expan
sion and development of cooperative organizations in each 
branch of the agricultural industry for the purposes of trans
portation and marketing; and also production to the extent 
practicable and desirable. 

Mr. Cbai):-man, let me pause here to say that if I bad my way 
I would spend $25,000,000 in a three years' campaign to promote 
greater efficiency in agriculture in every county in the United 
States. I would spend $25,000,000 in another three years' cam
paign to promote agricultural cooperative organizations and 
teamwork, a sort of get together, to obtain work on the part of 
those who might become members. 

I now read further: Continued exemption from antitrust laws 
of farm cooperative organizations or associations. Any addi
tional and more desirable short-term and other credit facilities 
actually needed and justified by good business principles. 

Reduction and readjustment of railway rates, especially as to 
agricultural products. Abolition by the States of State taxes on 
farm lands, with the possible retenti011 of a small rate for 
schools, leaving the same for counties and villages. Systematic 
suppression of monopolies in the distribution of farm p1·oducts. 

Speedy reenactment of a bill with a revolving fund, providing 
for the purchase and orderly marketing of the surplus of the 
principal basic agricultural commodities, and the stabilization 
of prices on a reasonable basis. 

The greater utilization of the Mississippi and other important 
water cour es for the transportation of farm p1:oducts, and the 
fullest utilization of water power on farms and for farm pur
poses. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, in 1921 Congress deliberately enacted the farm
ers' emergency tariff bill for the relief of agriculture. The 
farmers were assured that so far as tariff relief was concerned 
they would be more than satisfied. In 1922 the farm leaders 
were given carte blanche to add to these rates in the Fordney 
Act, and that was done. They coupled up that with the flexible 
tariff provision and assured agriculture that if any rate had 
been overlooked the flexible provision would remedy it . . 

The point I make is that our friends in control of the Gov
ernment took this first taliff step in 1921, the second tariff 
step in 1922, and now we are solemnly convened here to-day to 
do the identical thing over again, and that is to place agricul
ture on " an economic equality with industry " through the 
tariffs. I want to say that if my Republican friends bad any 
disposition, or if it was in their power to do something more 
for agriculture by tariff than they did in 1921 and 1922, why 
have they not invoked the flexible provision during all these 
years if their effort or desire was to serve the needs of agri'
culture? [Applause.] With a provision of that kind to serve 
the needs of everybody, and especially agriculture, they· have 
not availed themselves of it except as to two or three farm 
products, with the result that we turn up here to-day, to use a 
local expression, solemnly convened to do what this agency has 
failed to do or attempted to do. It seems to me the farmers 
of America would finally get their eyes open. 

Somebody says, look at what we have done for agriculture 
in the way of the tariff. Is there any person in this country I 
who does not by this time recognize that under the leadership , 
and domination of the manufacturers, writing their own tariffs, 
controlling the Government, that any farm tariff relief that 
could possibly be devised bas not come within a thousand miles 
of placing agriculture on a parity with industry. [Applause.] 
The results speak for themselves: The value of farm property 
which bad risen from $41,000,000,000 in 1910 to $78,000,000,000 
in 1920, bad fallen to $58,255,000,000 in 1926, and apparently 
bas since fallen still further. The value of farm products, 
which had risen from $7,886,000,000 in 1913, to $14,634,000,000 
in 1920, had fallen to $12,080,000,000 in 1926. 

At the same time the factory value of manufactured products, 
which had risen from $23,987,000,000 in 1914 to $43,653,000,000 
in 1921, bad risen further to $62,721,000,000 in 1927. The 
capit~ of manufacturers, which bad leaped from $22,773,000,000 
in 1914 to $44,325,000,000 in 1919, bas since been very greatly 
augmented. Furthermore, near 4,000,000 persons on farms 
have been driven off and sent into industry in o·rder to live since 
1920. Near 90 per cent of the farm acreage of 360,000,000 
planted to crops, which in part must be exported, get no tariff 
benefits. When we consider annual market losses, in addi
tion to those of capital, agriculture is $30,000,000,000 to $40,-
000,000,000 worse off since 1920, while industry is much more 
than correspondingly better off. 

In the face of these physical facts and tragic results, we are 
assembled here to enter upon the third round of preaching 
tariffs to the American farmer. And I would to God this great 
House could forget politics for one week, forget the narrow 
selfishness for one day, study the real economics of the situa
tion, and sit down and write a tariff bill which would do justice 
to the American people. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I need not elaborate on what bas happened 
to agriculture. To-day the prices the farmer has to pay are 65 
per cent higher on the average than before the war, while the 
prices that he gets for his products are only 28 per cent higher. 
That is the range between his income and his outgo after seven • 
years of copper-riveted tariff protection, guaranteed to place 
agriculture on an economic equality with industry. I would 
be disloyal to every conviction I have and to every considera
tion of agricultm·al ·interests if I did not frankly state to the 
American farmer what I conceive to be the true economics 
of this situation as it relates to him. Our farm leaders have 
one option. They can either get in behind the industrial lead
ership of Messrs. Mellon, Grundy, Lippitt, and the spokesmen 
of those combined forces that are now in control and who 
write their own rates for industry, which are always higher 



1204 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 1\f.AY 13 
in every succeeding revision, to the increased injury of agricul
ture, which must stand by and take a few scattering crumbs 
that come to agricultural specialties, making ag1iculture the 
handmaiden of industry, reducing it to the beggarly condition of 
peasantry, or they can, like the great Senator Dolliver, of 
Ion-a, like the great La Follette, of Wisconsin, rise deliberately 
and courageously figllt for the true economics of their section of 
the country. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I would to God we bad them with us to-day. You would 
beth' a rattling of dry bones such as has not occurred in this 
Capitol in a generation. Agriculture, ru:; stated, is thirty to 

r forty billion dollars worse off to-day than it was in 1921, and 
industry is forty to sixty blllion dollars better off than it was 

1 in 1921, and yet we stand up here with straight faces and pre
tend that we can place agriculture on a parity with industry 

, by means of the. tariff. [Applause on Democratic side.] 
i\Ir. Chairman, as illustrating how this system works, as I 

said, ''e migllt as well be calling up doodle bugs as to stand 
around and express individual tariff ideas, ignoring the forces 
that write the tariff laws in this country. There is the key 
to the situation. The forces down yonder will later on write 
the laws to govern this matter, and I am going to deal with 
them. I am not going to stand around here with my hands 
in my pockets talking about theoretical ideas of the tariff. 

Mr. Grundy was called down here in the Pennsylvania elec
tion scandals as a witness, and they asked him why they bad 
spent a great amount of money to corrupt the entire State elec
torate up there, and he promptly said-and that was his 
philosophy, in which be frankly believed-that they were doing 
that because "we were trying to select candidates for office who 
were in harmony with the Mellon-Coolidge economy ideas." 
Secretary Mellon was quoted as saying that this was like giving 
money to a Sunday school. There is the whole story. The cur
tain was accidentally drawn aside to show how the chief tariff 
beneficiaries financed the political party with which they are 
allied and bow they are willing to go to any length to see that 
their forces control this Government. Are you with these cor
rupt embargo tariff forces or against them? This is the ines
capable issue now and hereafter. 

( 
My friend the gentleman from Connecticut [l\Ir. TILsoN] 

some months ago gave out a statement to the effect that when
\ ever there is any tariff revision it must be by its "friends," 

and you know when he said that it must be by its friends he 

I meant by its beneficiaries. He meant Joe Grundy and former 
Senator Lippitt, and those who bad put up the money and who 
come here as a matter of right to dictate the law. I hear some 
gentlemen complain around here now that they are not getting 
what they want out of this bill. If they will think back they 
will probably recall that they did not put their money into the 
cawpaign jaclq>ot in 1928, and that is the key, without impugn
ing anybody's motives on this floor, because they are simply a 
part of the system here, and they ba ve to go along with it or 
rebel and be kicked out. 

They say that tariff protection has become the accepted 
American doch·ine. 1\Iy inquiry is, What kind of protection 
and what kind of tariff, and who w1ites it? These gentlemen 
mean an entirely different thing from what some Republicans 
and Democrats of the House mean here when they echo that 
sentence. These gentlemen mean embargo protection on their 
respective industries. That is the only " accepted policy " they 
would stand for or put up their money to maintain. That is 
the policy that we are asked to go in on in return for some 
mea~ley benefit upon some local item, and you know, Mr. Chair
man, the great tragedy of this situation is that too many of 
the American people do not stop to figure out the net benefits, 
if any, they do get out of the tariff rates. They are more often 
net losses. If they see a little gross benefit somewhere, they 
fall for that and then unite with the most antiquated, hide
bountl, extreme high-tariff beneficiaries and follow their leader
ship under this system of superprotection. That is what I am 
opposed to. I can not conscientiously get behind that group, 
and I will not do so. 

l\Ir. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes. 
1\Ir. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman from Ten

nessee please explain to the House just how the so-called 
high protective-tariff system will be inju:t:ious to the people? 

Mr. :HULL of Tennessee. If the gentleman has not found 
that out before now, I am sorry for him. I am going right 
along, to be frank with the gentleman. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas.· I have not heard any explana
tion at all Perhaps I ant too dense and incapable of com
prehending the gentleman's lucid explanation, but I can not 
understand it. 

• 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. If the gentleman is incapable of 
understanding, it is not biB fault, as one gentleman once said 
o~ another; it ~ the fault of God Almighty, perhaps, who made 1 h1m. 1\~r. Charrman, I. am go_ing along. Every kind of propa
ganda .Is put out to rndoctnnate people into; not moderate I 
protect~on, not reasonable protection, or sensible or practical 
protec_twn, but . emba~g? protection, mainly for industry. I 
shall Illustrate 1t by c1tlng the Fordney Act in a few minutes. 
They cite Jefferson, Madison, Jackson, and some more of 
those statesmen back yonder years before the tariff had be
come of enough importance to call for any fundamental 
t~o~~ht or consideration, in support of present tariff pro
hibition . But if we want to know how they, if back here, 
would act to-day, we need only to consider their economic 
p~ilosophy, which eve~_one well understands, and apply it to 
this present-day condition. If you could visualize Jack on 
going to _bed with Nicholas Biddle, then you could figure Jack
son getting behind Grundy, Lippitt, and those fellows who 
~re. now advocating an embargo for the exclusive benefit of a 
limited number of people. The same is true as to Madison 
and Jefferson. The fact is that under later Democratic rule 
after 1830, they recognized that a portion of business had bee~ 
b~ilt up artificially an<l that they must keep up relatively 
h1gh rates on it for a time, and that other rates could at once 
be materially reduced and still other rates swept aside. 

That condition prevailed from 1831-32 to 1860. The trend 
o~ tariffs was steadily downward. Since then just the oppo
Site course has prevailed. During the Civil War, when the 
rates _llad gone up to mountain-high eleYations, every statesman 
prom1sed later to reduce those rates. After that war we 
had a plethora of money, high wages pre,~aile<l, and the 
country went on a joy ride, just as was the case after the 
recent World War. But after the Civil War our manufactur
ing friends_ got together and, observing that the country was 
asleep, decided to make that high war tariff the permanent 
peace system. · 
. And so after the recent World War we had some sporadic. 
Imports on account of collapsed exchanges and currencies 
a?1:oad. Then the Congress hurriedly threw together the pro
VISio.ns of ~b~ Fordney-l\fcCumber Act. No man living will 
say Its pro~1s10ns were based on any tariff formula or on any 
facts relatmg to the foreign or domestic production costs. 
They professed to construct those abnormally high rates.. on 
account of the alleged emergency, and they were referred to 
with condemnation by most of the Republican press of the 
country. But the framers vowed that they were enacted in 
or<ler to meet the temporary abnormal war conditions. 

The flexible provision of the tariff was then enacted with 
at least the implied promise that it would be u ed ~ we 
emerged from those abnormal conditions, to bring th-ese rates 
down to a reasopable peace basis. Instead of that the benefi
ciaries ~ running lrue to form now, and are domplacently 
announcmg that those massive structures in the Fordney
Me:Gumber t~riff law shall be untouched, except to make in
creases, and shall be made the perinanent tariff policy of this 
country, just as was done following the Civil War. 

I am going to read to you soon a few figures showing its 
operation. Now, in order to maintain this system a great many 
catch phrases and slogans are put out, because democracie are 
governed largely by slogans and catchwords. One of these is 
the statement that the }"'ordney-:McOumber Act bas yielded 
$200,000,000 more revenue annually than was yielded by the 
act of 1921, and that therefore it is not prohibitive. An ex
amination and analysis will clearly differentiate between any 
phase of protection embraced in that bill and the revenue fea
tures. England, for instance, with her free-trade policy, raised 
$590,000,000 this year. In 20 minutes the other duy I checked 
off 20 or 30 items of imports showing how 75 per cent of our 
revenue for 1927 had come in. That 75 per cent came in at 
an average duty of 55.3 per cent. There is the real range of 
the Fordney-1\IcCumber tariff structure in its exaction . I 
append the table to my remarks. The most of those revenues 
came either from articles that we do not produce enough of 
here and which we must import, such as wool, burlaps, sugar, 
and tobacco, and from specialties and novelties which are not 
directly competitive with domestic production. You will find 
85 per cent of the revenues under the Fordney-.McCumbf:>r Act
that is, $574,000,000 for 1927-do not come from competittve 
products that come in here, but from sugar and tobacco and 
wool and other commodities of which we do not produce enough 
for our supply, such as figs and walnuts, and also specialties. 
There is where most all of your revenue comes from. 

You know, Mr. Chairman, we could take sug:ar and wool and 
three or four other items and increase the rates and thus get 
a billion dollars revenue, and we would then have the balance 
9f the tariff structure, the competitive portion, prohibitive and 
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bombproof, iind theri we would have nothing to do but to bTing 
:n free a great mass of materials that we do not produce, just 
a.~ is occurring under the Fordney-McCumber Act. 

That is the truth, so far as this great bugaboo about the 
increase of revenue since 1922 is concerned. We now get $:1.30,-
000,000 revenue from sugar, or $60,000,000 more than in 1921 ; 
$32,700,000 from :flax, hemp, and jute, or $19,000,000 more than 
in 1921; $25,881,000 from raw wool, a net gain over 1921.; 
$9,754,000 from ferro alloys, a similar net gain; $12,164,000 
from precious stones, a net gain of $5,000,000 ; $11,616,000 from 
wood schedule, a net gain of $10,000,000; $9,500,000 from oil 
seeds, a net gain of $6,250,000; $39,000,000 from wool manufac
tures, a net gain of $21,000,000, due mainly to fabric specialties 
not competitive, and oriental rugs, chiefly at much higher pr~cea 
than domestic. This class of illustrations could be easily ex
tended, which, with oth-er specialties, not competitive, reveal 
the real sources of present Treasury revenue, as they do the 
articles yielding the same. 

I point these out in order that you may .see the actual opera
tion of the rates which, however, shed no light on the great 
mass of concealed rates that are prohibitive. And yet, here we 
sit, proposing t~ revise rates upward. There is only one coun
try in the world with a higher rate structure than OUJ."S, al
though ours could and should be much lower. 

Spain has a structure the index number of which is· about 40; 
ours comes next, standing at 37; France is third at ZO; an,d 
on down to England with 5; the Netherlands with 6 or 7; and 

I 
other countries with small index numbers. Yet, Mr. Chairman, 
we took the lead in 1922 and ea.rried the world along with us in 
the direction of these extraordinarily high-tariff .structures. 
We hear vociferous talk by high-tariff champions about our 
volume of imports and exports. The unvarnished truth .is that 
in per capita exports the United States stood No. 12 in 1927. 
In per capita imports for 1927 the United States stood No~ 14. 
These eold figures should disillusion and induce our boasters to 
subside in some degree. I append the list of countries and 
their per capita imports to lil,y remarks. 

Now, on the question of imports. They say that imports have 
come in here. You know, my friends, the great trouble with 
the 4Inerican people is that they are too busy to sit down and 
make a study of anything e..."{cept their private business propo
sitions. Take the import situation. We have principally been 
importing silk, rubber, w<lod pulp, paper, burlap, and those 
kinds of commodities. There is where our increases mainly 
have been. If you want to get at the real protective condition 
uuder a tariff law, however, you must look at the imports of 
finished dutiable manufactures. There is where the competi
tion comes, if there is any competition. There have been a 
great many figuxes cited here about the increase in imports and 
exports. In the first place, those figures are hopelessly mis
leading unless you convert postwar dollars into 1914 dollars. 
For example, our imports of finished dutiable manufactures in 
1914 ·were $364,231,000, if you include burlap. In 1927, on the 
same dollar basis, they were $378,546,000. In other words, Mr. 
Chairman, we put 160 articles and classifications on the duti
able list by the Fordney Act and took them off the free list, and 
their imports became dutiable, including wool, burlap, and 
articles of tbat kind, we had to buy, and that increased the 
amount of the dutiable imports correspondingly. But if you 
count them all in and equalize the dollar, the imports were 
substantially less in 1927 than they were in 1914, and yet, 
although our consumption has trebled, here come these giant 
industries asking the Government for a rolling chair or a 
crutch or similar aid. Back under the Dingley law th~ imports 
of finished dutiable manufactures increased $2()0,000,000 in 
1907 above those of 1898, and here we are, after 13 years, with 
this class of imports below what they were in 1914, asking 
higher tariffs. \Vhy, Mr. Chairman, the total dutiable imports 
of all kinds under the Fordney .A.ct only increased from $1,24{},-
000,000 in 1922 t<l $1,562,000,000 in 1927, and this is more than 
accounted for by the transfer of raw W<lcl, burlaps, and 160 
other products from the free to the dutiable list, omitting en
tirely the large increase of sugar and other imports that we 
must have. If we equalize the values of dutiable imports for 
1927 with those of 1914, for the sake of .comp·arison, the latter 
are $766,423,000 and the former $1,041,000,000, or an increase 
in 13 years of $275,000,000. Again the many transfers from the 
free to the dutiable list under the Fordney law would pro.bably 
offset this difference. Furthermore, sugar values alone went 
from $110,725,000 in 1914 to $264,275,000 in 1927. In striking 
eontr.ast to this absence of actual increases in value we find 
that under the high Dingley Act total dutiable imports went 
from $324,636,000 in 1898 to $790,391,000 in 1907, a period of . 
only nine years. These figures should explode aU this clap
trap about supposed increases of dutiable imports under the 
Fordney Act. 

Now, gentlemen, these present Fordney rates, as I said, do 
not keep out novelties, specialties, and varieties. As you know, 
we have a great population in this country that formerly li-red 
in other countries and many insist on buying from the .old coun· 
try certain articles, like tomato paste, for example. We have 
a rich population in this country, and we deserve to have, in 
view of our intelligence, ingenuity, and natural resources. The 
American people are going to have fresh vegetables the year 
round, and their specialties and novelties regardless of cost, 
and when they send anroad to get some specialty in the cotton 
industry or in the woolen industry they are going to have it 
regardless of tariffs, a.nd it does not eompete in any direct way 
or in any damaging way with our production. These l}urchases 
help pay for -our foodstu:ffs and other exports. We have been 
ransacking the earth for novelties, specialties, and curios since 
the war, in order to buy them and bring them in here, and thus 
provide our pleasure- and our eomfort. If you place a tariff 
high enough to keep them out, then -you create a complete mo· 
nopoly in this country for 90 per cent of our domestic produe
tion. That is the .situation that is present here. Our present 1 
tariffs are already framed not only to protect the weakest and 
most inefficient industry in this eountry, but the most inefficient 
individual business in that industry. They are framed to pro
tect overcapitalization, watered capital, inefficient ma:na:gement, \ 
obsolet~ and antiquated machinery and plants, and also to pro
teet against freight rates across our 3,000-mile continent. This 
is an anomal<lus, not to say amazing, situa.ti-on in the greatest, 1 

richest, and most efficiently productive na..tion iin the world. No I 
questions are asked as to these ph.ases of industry when tariffs 
are demanded. The only question, as a rule, is :" How much do 
you want? " The utter lack of importance of an industry, or its 
lack of justifica.tion as an economic or business proposition, is 
never inquired into as a rule. Most other countries demand a 
showing of efficiency in these and all other essential respects 
before granting tm'iffs indiscriminately, Rates thus piled high, 
regardl~ss of merit or need, as so strongly typified in the present 
Fordney Act,. offer a standing invitati:on and a challenge even to 
other countries to raise their rates against our exports. Tiley 
also bring on bitter economic eontrover ies1 such as w~ have 
with France to-day. This phase presents a tariff evil of out
standing injury and danger to this country at all times. 

I must hasten along. 
I am trying to dispose of two {):r three of these tariff catch 

phrases and slogans. Another is that the Fordney Act has been 
responsible chiefly for such sati-sfactory business conditions as 
have existed since 1922. Now, as a matter of fact, Mr. Chair
man, I do not wish to minimize any temporary benefits of tariffs 
to certain businesses or any impi'ovements .or developments they 
might bring .somewhat sooner than th~y would othe1·wise have 
come, but in 19:22, as we emerged from the war, mo:st of the 
world's gold had flowed here. No nation in history had such a 
great and efficient manufacturing plant as we had. We were 
hopelessly behind with road building and railroad improvements, 
so we proceeded to spend $1,000,000,000 to $2,500,000,000 a year 
in the construction of highways, and that called for all kinds of 
iron and steel, and timber for briilges and culverts, and pow
ders, other materials, IUld for labor at high price . Then the 
aut~mobile -expansion set in and they were spending $3,000,-
000,000 to $4,000,000,000 a year .and taking nearly .20 per cent 
of the iron and steel producti<ln, 00 per cent of the plate-glass 
production, large quantities of copper, tin, lumber, furnishing 
ma.terials, textiles, rubber, gas, anll other products, illustrating 
that no industry in America can get along without going to 
ev-ery continent <>f the earth for some .of its materials. So that 
made active all these industries. Then the building business set 
in, as a result of the long interruption by the war period, and 
they proceeded t<l spend from $6,000,000,000 to $8,000,000,000 for 
brick, cement, furniture, housefurnishings, lumber, tacks, brads, 
rivets, bolts, nuts, and almost every other .conceivable .article, 
with the result that those industries were started. 

Then, Mr. Chairman, as yoo know~ at about that time the 
installment-buying business sbuted. The people proceeded to 
buy $3,000,000,()(}{) worth of commoditi-es on -credit, and that _per
mitted industry to turn out that much more in advance and 
that gave it that muctl of an in-creased amount of activity. 
Then we proceeded to loan in the aggregate $16,000,000,000 
abroad ~argely to pay for our exports that we were selling to 
other people, and that enabled us to turn out from $3,000,000,000 
to $4,000,000.000 of additional eomm()dities. There, .and there 
alone, in the.<;e great industries, wholly unrelated to the tariff. 
we find the .major factors in such business improvements as have 
occurred since 1922. 

I remember that Ml". Leonard P. Ayres, perhaps the ablest 
economist in America, and of tbe opposite political faith, after 
a most searching analysis of the economic conditions during 
the past 60 years, in 1922 announced that 4 out of every 10 
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years, regardless of tariffs, bad been years of serious depression, 
while the other 6 bad been years of very satisfactory or more 
than satisfactory business conditions. Perhaps the greatest 
libel and economic falsehood ever perpetrated in this country 
bas been the chronic high-tariff propaganda about alleged busi
ness conditions as result of the Wilson tariff of August, 1894, 
and the Underwood tariff following the World War. If · the 
Wilson tariff, which was enacted a year after the full force 
of the oanic of 1893 had come, and which panic conditions dis
appeared a year before the Dingley law was later enacted, had 
any direct relation to that period of depression, then Republican 
high tariffs were clearly responsible for the panics of 1873 and 
1907. As to the Underwood-Simmons Act, for the years 1919 to 
1922, inclusive, our exports exceeded imports by $9,661,000,000. 
No nation in peace time ever experienced such powerful trade 
advantages as did this country during this 4-year period imme
diately prior to the Fordney Act. For 1920 our agricultural 
exports, not including forest products, exceeded imports, which 
have been grossly exaggerated, by $731,000,000, compared with 
an excess of $1,000,000 in 1927. This is the way agriculture 
was " wrecked " in 19W. If the Underwood Act was remotely 
responsible for the deflation conditions "in 1921, it was even more 
l'€sponsible for the world deflation at that time, because it first 
manifested itself in Europe. 

There is the conclusion we would all agree upon, my friends, 
if we could divorce ourselves from politics and prejudices and 
preconceived notions long enough, as I view it, to look at the 
plain economics of this situation. 

I have here an analysis--
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. KoPP). The time of the gentleman 

from Tennessee bas expired. 
Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 30 addi

tional minutes. [Applause.] 
Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I am indebted, Mr. Chairman,, to 

the House for its courtesy and indulgence, and before glancing 
at this analysis I wish to visual~ze as best I can the scope of the 
application of tariffs with reference to those who get immediate 
benefits and those who do not. We have a total of around 

) 

28,000,000 wage earners in this country. It is clear that. ~ot 
more than 15 per cent to 25 per cent of them are in a position 
to receive uny increased wage benefits from tariffs, even theoreti
cally. For example, the 3,000,000 wage earners in transporta
tion have no remote tariff shelter. The nearly 3,000,000 wage 

1 earners in the building trades have no remote tariff shelter. 
There are 3,126,000 clerks, typists, and others not in stores, with 
no tariff shelter. The 800,000 coal miners have no tariff shelter. 
Two million one hundred and forty-three thousand professional 
persons have no tariff shelter; 4,242,000 retailers, real-estate 
agents insurance agents, scores of other kinds of agents, 
and s~ forth, have no tariff shelter. Eight hundred thou
sand persons in the Federal, State, and local service have no 
tariff shelter, and so on. 

In this country we have a mineral industry that produces five 
and a half billion dollars' worth of product a year, with 1,090,000 
wage earners connected with it, and 95 per cent of the mineral 
industry turns (}Ut products not related remotely to tariff shel
ter, such as iron ore, coal, and petroleum and gas, cement, coke, 
and sulphur, and all of the industries of any importance except 
zinc and lead and those minor industries, such as talc and 
bauxite and tungsten out in the district of my friend from Colo
rado, and 15 or 25 other small items ; and yet the 1,000,000 
laborers in the branches of the mineral industry with no tariff 
shelter are taught year in and year out that high tariffs are 
responsible for their high wages and high-living standards. This 
is the whole story about the application of tariffs to the mineral 
industry. 

Then, take the agricultural industry. There are ten and a 
half million people laboring on farms, six and a half million 
farmers and four million and forty-one thousand wage earners. 
I dare say that from 80 to 85 per cent of them are connected 
with growth of the staple products that get no tariff benefit or 
no appreciable tariff benefit, such as corn, cotton, most wheat, 
tobacco, oats, rye, bay, and barley. So they are out from under 
the shelter and yet, year in and year out, they are taught that 
such wages as they get and such prosperity as they may happen 
to get now and then in some particular line, are due solely and 
alone to this embargo system of tariffs. 

Then we come to manufacturing production. This turns out 
$62,000,000,000 of products each year, or if you will allow for 
duplication, it is $41,000,000,000. They employ 8,300,000 wage 
earners out of the total of 28,000,000 in the country, and you 
would imagine that all these industries are getting tariff bane
fits and that all of these wage earners in manufacturing indus
try are getting tariff benefits which are respo~sible for their 
high living conditions and high wages. 

As a matter of fact, take the refined petroleum industry, 
wWcb is in the census of manufactures, $2,300,000,000 of pro
duction, 65,000 wage earners, that do not get any tariff benefit<:;. 

Motor vehicles and bodies, 228,000 wage earners, $1,500,000,000 
proQ.uction, no tariff benefits. 

Motor vehicles complete, $3,250,000,000 production, 201,000 
wage earners, no tariff benefit. 

Lumber and timber products, 473,000 wage earners, $1,500,-
000,000 production, no tariff benefit. 

Bread and bakery products, $1,250,00(},000 of production, 
160.000 laborers, no tariff benefit. 

Boots and shoes, $977,000,000 of production and 215,000 labor
ers, no tariff benefit. And they, by the way, are paid a better 
wage than they are in any of the textile industries that are 
more highly protected than other industries of the country. 

Steam railroad cars and general construction and repaii·, 
$1,248,000,000, 425,234 wage earners, no tariff shelter. 

Book and job printing and publishing, $1,470,000,000, 255,751 
wage earners, no tariff shelter. 

Newspaper and periodical printing and publishing, $1,447,-
000,000, 117,000 wage earners, no tariff shelter. 

F'lour-mill products, $1,148,000,000, 31,988 wage earners, no 
effective tariff shelter. · 

Gas, $455,460,000, 46,988 wage earners, no tariff shelter. 
In fact, Mr. Chairman, I ' have a list here comprising from 

thirty to thirty-five billion dollars included in the census of 
manufacturing production, with around 3,500,000 wage earners, 
that does not pretend remotely to get any tariff benefits at all 
or to any appreciable extent, and yet these wage earners are 
taught, day in and day out, that their high wages and high-living 
standards are due solely to tariffs that shelter the industries in 
which they work. It is startling and amazing to visualize the 
small percentage of production-agricultural, mining, and manu
facturing-and the corresponding small percentage of American 
wage earners that fall under effective tariff shelter, which, how
ever, affords highly concentrated benefits to capital. 

Mr. CROWTHER Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes; I always yield to my ferocious 

but punctilious friend from New York. [Laughter.] 
Mr. CROWTHER I trust the gentleman from Tennessee will 

not class me, after I have asked this question, as one of God 
Almighty's unfortunates as he did the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SPROUL]. I just want to ask the gentleman at this time 
if, by his suggestion, he is making the inference that the men 
on our farms in this country and the men who are in the min
ing and other industries, who, he says, are being taught con
tinuously this doctrine, are not gifted with ordinary common 
sense. The gentleman evidently is suggesting that they are 
weaklings and that their lack of intelligence has resulted in 
their developing a wrong viewpoint? Let me ask the gentle
man from Tennessee---

1\fr. HULL of Tennessee. I can not be interrupted too long. 
If the gentleman has a question--

Mr. CROWTHER. Let me ask the gentleman one question: 
Does the gentleman think he is out of step with the views that 
were voiced by his party last fall, and was be one of the 
distinguished Members who answered the telegram and veri
fied the views of Mr. Raskob and Mr. Smith on the protection 
platform that was adopted by the Democrats in the campaign 
last fall? 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Any occurrence that took place a 
year ago in the minority party of this country is interesting, 
but immediate explanations of some of the outrageous pro
visions in this tarili lJill that is now pending is much more 
important than being diverted to go back to those things. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. CROWTHER. That is just begging the question. I 
hope the gentleman may answer my question. 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. The gentleman is extremely anxious 
to get a:w~:.y from the merits of the situation that is immediately 
before the House. [Applause.] 

Mr. CROWTHER. Oh, no; the gentleman ·from Tennessee 
is just adopting the Yankee method of answering one question 
by asking another. [Applause.] 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I asked a pertinent question, any
way. 

Mr. CROWTHER. So did I. I asked a very pertinent ques
tion and received no answer. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Now, Mr. Chairman, I have stated 
the labor situation in the mineral, the agricultural, and the 
manufacturing industry. 

I go to the trouble of bringing these facts out because there 
is a complete misapprehension throughout this country as to 
just bow many people are getting tariff benefits. This is one 



1929 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--HOUSE 1207 
thing I have undertaken to do for the farmers during the 
committee hearings. 

I have frankly recognized where they get the benefit of the 
tariff and to see that they are not fooled and misled by worth
less paper tariff rates that may be thrust upon them. With all 
the clamor for sugar tariffs, the farm census of 1925 shows only 
144 000 cane and beet sugar growers, while only 430,000 farms 
re~rt sheep, and 42,000 farms in the range and coast States 
report two-thirds of the wool values of the country, and they 
get the chief portion of the tariff benefits. The farmer with a 
small flock prDducing medium or coarse wool, gets no appre
ciable net tariff benefits. His is a mutton and lamb proposition 
for meat, to the extent of three-fourths of his receipts. Should 
we raise enough sheep to supply our entire wool consumption it 
is more than probable that the meat and lamb side of the sheep 
industry would suffer a market glut. Here is an illustration 
of the number of the 6,500,000 farmers who derive all sugar
tariff benefits and the chief portion <>f those from wool. We 
have fr(}m 50,000 to 100,000 commercial growers of peanuts, who 
get more or less tariff benefits. The same is true as to a num
ber of the citrus fruits, truck products, and so forth. · The 
growers of our 600,000,000 bushels of soft wheat get no tariff 
benefits while certain spring or other hard wheat from time 
to time' gets a small amount, especially when there is a scarcity 
of production. I append to my remarks a table showing the 
staple products and the acreage wherein no tariff benefits-but 
only tariff injuries-are experienced. 

Now, on this labor situation I want to :finish that by reading 
a few figures about production of labor here and abroad. It is 
a favorite past time of the champions of embargo protection to 
try to fool labor, and I am referring _to the system as it exists 
when I refer to pr(}tection. 

' In 1925 the value of net production for each dollar paid in 
wages in the United States was $2.50; in England it was $2.14. 
In other words, in England they paid the labor less than half 
what they paid in this country, but the value of the product 

I 

turned out for each dollar paid labor was in the ratio just 
stated. The wage in this country is $1,280, and in England 
$513-40 per cent of that in the United States. But the output 
per man was greater. There is the test in comparing wages and 
labor cost. 

"" There is the actual effect of wages as revealed by the output 
per man. Now, take the value produced for each dollar: 

Bakery products for the United States, $2.73 for each dollar 
paid labor-$2.68 in England. Confectionery, $3.15, and Eng
land, $2.70. Cotton spinning and weaving, $1.80 in the United 
States and $1.75 in England. Woolen and worsted goods, $1.72 
in the United States, $1.92 in England. Over there they do a 
little better than we do. 

All this claptrap about the wage rates here and England and 
Germany throws no light on the actual cost of labor. 

I have heard a great deal of talk about raising the tariff (}n 
pig iron to protect wages. I made a computation and found 
that the cost of a too of pig ir(}n was about $20 and the lab<>r 
cost was $1.13. Our tariff is $1.12%, so if other countries could 
produce it without cost of laoor our tariff would offse-t the 
entire labor cost That is one phase (}f this bill. Throughout 
the bill wherever it may be feasible to maintain rates to prevent 
excessive and abnormal importations they are two, five, and ten 
times greater than any labor C(}st would justify. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Will the gentleman yield? 
---......._ Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I yield. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Would the gentleman express 
his thought as to what would be the ultimate effect of the 
$16,000,000,000 loan made to European countries upon our indus
trial growth? 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I have figures, 
tables, and data showing comprehensively for the first time in 
this country the range of wage rates, the amount and value of 
production per wage earner for each dollar expended for wages 
in the United States, England, and Germany. I have already 
rend some of these figures as to the United States and England. 
Not having the time to present all this data here and now, I 
will append it to my remarks with special emphasis as to its 
importance. It deserves to go in the middle of any tariff speech. 
It shows that German wage earners only have 40 per cent of 
the horsepower of the American; that the English wage earner 
has less than 60 per cent of the horsepower of the American. 
This data further reveals that the quantity produced for a 
dollar of wages is less in Germany than in the United States in 
c<>al, petroleum, sulphur, cement, paper, linen cloth and yarn, 
graphite, salt, and so forth. It shows that the wage earner in 
Engla12d receives on the average but 43.96 per cent of the United 
States wages, he only produces in quantity 36.39 per cent of 
that of the American wage earner, while the value of the product 
of the English wage earner is only 38.64 pe~ cent Qf that of the 

American. It shows that in the linen-cloth and yarn industry 
the German wage earner gets 35 per cent of American wages. 
but the value be adds in manufacture is only 33.85 per cent of 
that of the American. It shows that in the textile industries 
generally German wages are about one-third of American, while 
German proouctivity per worker is aoout one-third of that of 
the American. 

Another striking fact relating to American wage increases 
which this data I am filing as an appendix shows is that pro
ductivity of labor, wages, and horsepower show virtually the 
same relative percentage of increase since 1914, namely: Horse
power, 44.6 per cent; value of production, 44..89 per cent; and 
wages, 47 per cent. Any intelligent wage earner must from this 
be able to see that the manufacturer has not been out a dollar 
of extra money for the purpose of wage increases, but the entire 
wage increases since 1914 are accounted for by the increase of 
proouctivity per wage earner, both in value and quantity. This' 
dispo es of another outrageous myth that has been worked (}Ver
time by high-tartff advocates. 

These figures completely expose the fraudulent propaganda 
about ''cheap foreign labor." The increase of productivity, 
or the output per man, is the outstanding factor in our high 
wages and high liv'tDg standards. Our vast materials, food
stuffs, and intelligent American labor place us in a superior 
productive position. To these C<Jnditions we have but to add 
the mechanization· of industry to get the full story of low 
production costs, high wages, and increased profits. High 
wages were first established in the nontariff sheltered indus
tries, which have continued since to maintain the lead. The 
initial step was taken by Henry Ford in 1914, and the law 
of supply and demand, coupled with the liberal p<>licy of the 
Wilson administration, were the chief underlying causes for 
the present system of high wages and living standards which 
were firmly -established prior to the Fordney Act. There have 
been no important increases of wages since 1923. The average 
earnings per factory worker were $590 in 1914, $1,181 in 1921, 
and $1,280 in 1927. The average earnings thus increased 100 
per cent prior to 1922. These figures dispose of the claptrap 
to the effect that the Fordney tariff brought high wages and 
living standards, which, in fact, came before it and remained 
despite it. Secretary of Labor Davis, in his monthly Labor 
Review, February, 1928, confirms the view that nontariff
sheltered industries took the lead in wage increases, while the 
textile and iron and steel industries were reducing wages under 
the Fordney tariff. The review reads as follows : 

Heavy' factors in the upward trend since 1922 are the trades engaged 
in baking, building, stone work, auto driving, freight handling, and 
printing. • • • The building trades and all of these trades col
lectively had a wage rate 26 per cent higher in 1926 than in 1920. 
Anthracite coal workers had an increase of 10 per cent in the latter 
part of 1923. On the other hand, there was a decrease of 32 per 
cent in hourly earnings in cotton manufacturing, ol 22 per cent in 
woolen manufacturing, of 15 per cent in the iron and steel industry, 
and of 6 per cent in railroad wages, all as betw~n 1920 and 1926. 

And yet propagandists shout " high tariffs and high wages for 
labor." This same publication gives the in-dex numbers of 
wages per hour at 100 for 1913, 234 f(}r 1920, and 229 for 1926. 
The truth is that many leading manufacturers distributed 
hundreds of papers and pamphlets during 1921-22, preparing 
the way for the deflation of wages. The new industrial and 
business conditions, however, negatived such proposal, and be
sides they feared to hazard strikes and lockouts for the sake 
of wage reductions. The boom in building, railroad improve
ment, and automobile production set up about this time. These 
industries employed more than two-thirds as many wage earn
ers as manufacturing, and they had been increasing wages, 
with result that tariff-protected manufactures were in an awk
ward position to make reductions. The output per worker 
increased 37 per cent from 1919 to 1925. • Installment buying 
also became a factor in industrial and trade expansion. The 
increase of wages by the great nontariff-sheltered industries 
during this period created an additional demand for commodi
ties, and this made increased production possible. The fact 
that commodity prices generally have not been materially in
creased since the rise of 1923 proves that high wages paid 
under the conditions already described did not increase produc
tion costs, otherwise prices would rise with wages, and we 
would get nowhere. 

The restriction of immigration has kept out 8,000,000 aliens 
since 1920, who would have materially interfered with the labm' 
situation. It is undoubtedly true that the program for the 
" return to normalcy ., included ·the deilation of labor, but it 
failed. Labor will always owe a debt of gratitude to the 
Wilson administration, which many have not yet even ac
knowledged. There is a gross misapprehension about high tariffs 
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and wages. A great gtowing new country, situated as is ours, 
inevitably pays higher wages than other and more-densely popu
lated and less intelligent countries. There is always · a close 
relation between the productivity of labor and the wages paid. 
A low wage naturally goes with low industrial efficiency, and 
generally means a high labor cost. High-priced labor, as a rule, 
is the lowest-priced labor. Prior to our high tariffs England 
was the highest protectionist country in the world, and yet 
there was more difference between her wages and ours then 
than at present, with the conditions reversed. If so simple an 
expedient as a legislative act can create high wages and living 
standards, are all other nations so stupid as not to see and 
adopt this remedy? We find, on the contrary, that free-trade 
England long paid half as much again wages than any other 
country in Europe, including France and Germany, with high 
tariff . Another patent fact that should impress the most stupid 
person is that the widest difference in wages in the United 
States and England is in the very industries and occupations 
which do not and can not receive taniff protection, such· as the 
building trades, automobile, transportation, and so forth. Does 
not this condition demonstrate conclusively thattbe difference in 
wages here and in England is not at all attributable to tariffs? 
Bow absurd it is in the same breath to argue that even a smaller 
difference in wages in manufacturing here and in England is 
chiefly or measurably due to tariffs. We have then but to bear 
in mind the fact that labor cost in production is in no accurate 
sense determined by rate of wages per day or hour. One em
ployer may pay $5 a day and another $1, but it is generally 
found that instead of the first employer paying five times as 
much as the second he is in fact- employing the cheapest labor. 
The only honest way to determine the difference in labor costs 
here and elsewhere is to consider a combination of wages, hours, 
efficiency of management, and of labor, also the amounts and 
values of the products of the labor at the different places. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. If the gentleman will yield 
further, I would like him to express a thought as to what 
he thinks should be done with the Philippines in the way of 
permitting them to be released of any attachment to us and al
lowing them to work out their own salvation. 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes. Now, Mr. Chairman, I ca:n 
only jump from one subject to another and insert the balance 
in the RECORD. But on the question of our surplus in this 
country. Our Republican friends are blindly supporting a 
narrow tariff policy which is one contemplated to safeguard 
only the American market and which drags down and sacrifices 
eeouomic policy when it comes to applying it to the surplus 
products of this country for export. 

We have presented here a serious situation and one that is 
growing more serious year after year. We have the great agri
cultural industry, which has a large surplus; the coal industry, 
which bas a large surplus; the automobile, the machinery, 
leather, furniture, copper, oil, lumber, and the medium and 
coarser cotton textiles; also silk and woolen, gypsum, shoes, 
cement, paints, and many chemicals, naval stores, sulphur, lead, 
rubber manufactures, tools, books, and a long line of others 
that I could enumerate here, which have serious troubles that 
have to do with overproduction. That presents a problem that 
we must consider and that we can not evade much longer, 
although it is completely left out of the picture in this bill. 

Mr. BRUMM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit a 
question right there? 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. In just a moment. In 1927 our 
world trade was $22,000,000,000 in 1914 values, and that is the 
only way that you can compare the increase. If it had increased 
at 6lh per cent a year, as it had prior to the war, it would 
have been $44,000,000,000 in 1914 values for the year 1927. In 
other words, the world has only caught up to the extent of 50 
per cent on the average with our trade among nations com
pared to what it otherwise would have been at the 61h per cent 
pre-war annua:l incr~se. That means a loss of $145,000,000,-
000 in international trade since 1914 in 1914 dollars, or in 
our present dollars a loss of $200,000,000 since 1'914 in our ex
port trade among the nations of the earth. This reveals the 
great obstruction of the mutually profitable exchange of goods 
among nations, and their consequent inability to buy more of 
each other's surpluses. 

We have congr:atulated ourselves on the extent that our ex
ports have gone up to $5,200,000,000 for this last year and 
$4,800,000,000 for 1927, but if you reduce that $4,800,000,000 to 
1914 dollars, it amounts to $3,400,000,000 in contrast with 
$2,400,000,000 for 1914, so that our increase in exports for 1927 
over 1914, fa.jrly compared, are slightly under $1,000,000,000; 
and we effected that increa-se- largely by denuding the world 
of its needed gold and by loaning from $14,000,000,000 to $16,-
000,000,000 abroad with which to pay for it. We have to-day, 
and we :t.tave had for eight years, Central and South Ame~CI! 

and the canal Op€11ing out across the Pacific to the Orient, with 
800,000,000 consumers over there. If we bad exerted one-third 
of the effort the automobile industry has in order to launch 
and sell $500,000,000 of its products abroad, if we had gone 
among tllese 800,000,000 people and educated them into want
ing more things and into buying, as the automobile and other 
industries have done, if we bad only induced them to increase 
their purchasing power $10 each, then there would have been a 
reservoir of $10,000,000,000 of purchasing power that could and 
would have taken over in recent years every ounce of our sur
plus production in this country in every important line. But 
we have preferred to lie asleep behind high-tariff walls all this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] 
complacently announces that Americans have the primary right 
in our markets. · Who, here or anywhere, has ever thought of 
questioning the absolute jurisdiction of every government every
where over its domestic markets? The Chinese proclaimed thiS 
axiomatic fact thousands of years ago when they built their 
great wall and proceed literally to keep their markets to them
selves. It is a singuL'lr coincidence, bowe'\'er, that an authorized 
Republican spokesman would proclaim and emphasize this fact 
just at the time Americans are asking the privilege of entering 
the markets of other nations and selling in competition goods 
wholly or partly manufactured comprising three-fourths of our 
total exports of 1928. The gentleman from Oregon would make 
a splendid foreign sales agent for our automobiles, machinery, 
cotton textiles, tobacco, foodstuffs, and other vast surpluses we 
are simply compelled to sell elsewhere. 

Those favoring the present extreme protective system dismiss , 
foreign trade with the flippant remark that it only amounts to I 
8 per cent or 10 per cent of our total production. How does 
this claptrap impress the cotton grower, who must export and 
sell abroad from 50 to 60 per cent of his production? The cotton 
grower has only to recall the awful war days of 1914, when his 
foreign markets were cut off and cotton plunged down to a level 
of below 7 cents a pound. How does this view impress our 
wheat grower_, who must export 26 per cent of his production; 
our rye grower, who exports 53 per cent; our tobacco grower, 
who exports 40 per cent; our lard producer, who exports 30 
per cent; our producers of petroleum products, who export from 
30 to 34 per cent; our automobile manufacturers, who must 
export from 500,000 to 1,000,000 cars? Suppose, in accordance 
with the trick slogan that our 8 to 10 per cent exports are of 
no particular consequence, we should fall into a situation 
where all these large per<.oentages of cotton and other surpluses 
were kept at home, there would be depression and panic un
rivaled in human hietory. And yet this is among the strongest 
of the so-called arguments that have long been advanced to 
maintain extreme high protection. 

Every observing person must now realize that each nation, 
however self-contained in itself, is interdependent for its trade 
and existence with all other nations. Notwithstanding our vast 
and superior range of materials, every industry in America 
must draw upon the other five continents for more or less of 
its materials in order to succeed. 

The extreme protective system is defended by the statement 
of another fallacy, to the effect that imports displace to a 
serious or damaging extent domestic production, whereas the 
outstanding purpose of international trade is a mutually profit
able exchange of commodities. Extreme protectionism gradually 
approaches the policy that the Nation will buy nothing from 
abroad that can possibly be produced at home, regardless of 
cost. Many rates in the present law are confirmatory of this 
statement. The broader and saner idea is that, in addition to 
exchange between countries of commodities the purchaser does 
not produce, ·there is a rather large range of necessary com
modities the production of which is not economically justifiable 
or which are produced in wholly minor or insignificant quanti
ties compared with home consumption demands. There is in 
this connection, as I have indicated, the further view that a 
luxury and semiluxury purchasing nation like ours naturally 
buys abroad certain fashions or designs or specialties that 
compete remotely or not at all with home production. 

Still another phase of this international trade policy is that, 
in order to avoid embargo tariffs with retaliation and wide
spread conditions of domestic monopoly, the rates should be 
adjusted so that no domestic concern could feel that it had a 
monopoly on the home market by reason of tariffs, except by 
furnishing comparable goods at lower prices. Drastic or ab
normal imports against an efficient industry, as stated, would 
be safeguarded against. It was under the operation of these 
combined ideas that international trade or barter between 
nations has grown and the fullest measure of prosperity has 
come to people thus participating. We must not forget that 
for every dollar of merchandise exported there must sooner or I 
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later be a dollar of the same imported. It is, of course, true 
that in a wholly minor sense it is possible to transfer money in 
payment for goods sold. The overwhelming portion of inter
national trade, however, comprises goods and services. 

An·other interesting phase is the fact that our Government 
during the war did not loan and transier the $11,000,000,000 of 
actual money to the allied governments; we let them have 
goods largely and took their notes in payment, thus retaining 
our own supply of money intact. Neither were the $16,000,-
000,000 of private loans made abroad during past years in the 
form of money transferred to other countries, but to a partial 
extent, but under the mechanism of international trade and 
finance our immense volume of tens of billions of exports were 
thus measurably paid for. In other words, we have shipped 
and sold our exports abroad chie:fly on credit during recent 
years. This country is tremendously dependent upon inter
national trade, and we can not assist our export industries with 
import duties, but on the contrary we impede and throttle them. 

We can not overlook the fact that trade among nations is a 
mutual rather than a one-sided affair, and that international 
cooperation involves exchange, reparation, allied debts, control 
of basic raw materials, and numerous other relationships that 
no one nation can settle alone. Within a short while the in
terest and partial payments on our increasing foreign indebted
ness, now $26,000,000,000, :will amount to $1,500,000,000 to 
$2,000,000,000. It must be evident to any discerning person 
that this country can not much further proceed without incal
culable economic injury to sit intrenched behind extreme high
tariff barriers, further safeguarded by a network of discrimina
tions, reprisals, and retaliations such as we find in the Fordney 
Act. For each country thus to surround itself with insurmount
able trade .barriers and pursue the philosophy that it must con
sume only home-made products but at the same time sell its 
surplus to its neighbors and expect to do so indefinitely is to 
live in a fool's paradise. 

The United States is a great creditor Nation, possessing enor
mous quantities and· assortments of raw materials and food
stuffs, and operates the most efficient and huge manufacturing 
plant in world history. We have great overproduction capacity 
1n agriculture, mining, and manufacturing . . To undertake to cur
tail and restrict production in each of these lines to the amount of 
home consumption is unthinkable. This fatuous course would re
sult in the further raising of our tariff walls, which would be fol
lowed by extreme high prices, high production costs, and high 
living costs1 which at no distant period would become nnbear-
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able. Since tariffs only benefit some at the expense of others, 
we would, as we do now, see its victims struggling for any and 
all kinds of Government devices to place them on an equality 

I with tariff beneficiaries. Socialism in the most aggravated form 

l 
would be our ultimate fate. 

-

The Nation's largest problem to-day is gradually to develop 
a system of moderate or competitive tariffs with fair trade re
lations abroad, in order to reduce production costs, transporta
tion costs, and living costs, and thereby create larger and better 
foreign markets for our growing surpluses. We now have 
2,000,000 wage earners producing products for export; and 
with our surplus productive capacity of $20,000,000,000 to 
$25,000,000,000 we could easily have 6,000,000. 

Mr. BRUMM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes. 
Mr. BRUMM. The gentleman made a statement that among 

industries that suffered from overproduction was the matter of 
coal. Where is that? I happen to come from a coal region, 
and we have been idle about two-thirds of the time for about the 
last four or five years. 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. If the gentleman could have ex
ported about a million tons a year he would not have been idle. 
That is what I am making clear. 

Mr. BRUMM. How are you going to export it when it was 
not produced? I would like to get this -clear. The gentleman 
made a statement in connection with prices that the miner, for 
instance, can produce more per day and that, therefore, it is 
not the real difference in wages between the English and foreign 
labor and our own. Does the gentleman mean to say that the 
efficiency of the American miner makes his wage equal to that 
of the foreign laborer? What does the gentleman mean by 
that? -

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I have not the time to go into the 
details, but I shall answer it in the RECORD, if the gentleman will 
permit. The gentleman is aware of the disadvantage in EnglanJ 
in mining as compared with many parts of our own country and 
the advantages on the other hand. 

Mr. BRUMM. The gentleman would not consider the effi
ciency of the American miner as being one of the points of 
suffering that be speaks of that the tariff brings to the Ameri-
can laborer? · 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I think the gentleman wholly mis~ 
understands me. 

Mr. BRUMM. I think I understood the gentleman very well, 
but the gentleman does not want to answer it, just as he d:u 
with Mr. SPROUL of Kansas and Doctor CROWTHER, the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the point I am try
ing to stress upon the House is. that we have reache·d the stage 
in our trade and industrial affairs that calls for a tariff and 
commercial policy that will deal with our export situation, 
expand our foreign markets, and give us those opportunities we 
are so richly entitled to. We have, for example, this textile 
situation. Just a few days ago the gentleman at the head of 
the cotton textile institute, Hon. Walker D. Hines, pointed out 
that the real trouble was due to the neglect of the industry to 
train agents to go out and gather foreign trade for their surplus 
products in the cotton industry. In the woolen situation we 
have built our tariff up so high that the American people are 
seriously cutting down their purchase of clothing. I shall in
sert in the REcoRD tables showing the increases that this bill 
proposes, running as high as 113 per cent on ordinary woolen 
fabrics for the clothing of the average citizen. When a great 
nation gets its entire economic structure jacked up on stilts, 
running as high as 113 per cent for ordinary woolen clothing, 
we are treading, in my judgment, on dangerous ground, both 
as to the woolen manufacturer and grower. I shall insert some 
elaborate figures in that connection. 

Mr. BROWNING. Will the gentleman state how much cf 
that 113 per cent goes to the farmer for the wool? 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I wish I had the time. As I said, 
I want to recognize every tariff benefit that a farmer can get, 
but I would not have our little flock owners of 30 or 40 on the 
farm for diversification, imagine that they get any net advan
tages out of any kind of wool schedule that may be furnished. 
We all recognize that 42,000 flock owners in 12 States in this 
country own about two-thirds of the wool values of this country. 
So that when we are allocating wool in tariff benefits we should 
give credit to those 42,000 flock owners, and the little :flock 
owner with his coarse sheep wool, has three-fourths of his re
turn coming from the meat rather than from the wool, and he 
can not felicitate himself on getting any benefit from any wool 
structure that may be provided. Agriculture as a whole needs 
lower costs of production, of living and marketing above all else. 

Mr. ESLICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes. 
Mr. ESLICK. Can the gentleman tell us what substantial 

benefit the farmer will derive from any of these tariff duties 
on farm products? 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I will say to the gentleman that I 
think we all agree that the Ha·ugen bill was predicated largely 
on the proposition that as to most staple agricultural products 
the tariff could not be made effective. Unless. that 4-year cam
paign was a farce and a fraud, we can not stand here now and 
say that agriculture as a whole, by any possible arrangement, 
can get tariff benefits that will not be hopelessly dispropor
tionate to those of industry. I have frankly recognized and 
pointed out most of the minor phases or specialties that do get 
some benefits. 

I have not had the time in the recent rush of business to take 
up each item, but we, of course, all realize that an increase 
of the duty on corn from 15 to 25 cents is an absurdity. Even 
if you put an absolute embargo on it you still have 95 per cent 
of the crop surplus left. The sale o-f 95 per cent abroad affects 
domestic prices as much as the sale of 100 per cent. That is 
also true of wheat and cotton and other commodities of which 
we produce a substantial surplus. We recognize that the wool
grower has been getting 16¥.! cents a pound tariff benefit; butter 
nearly 6 cents prior to 1928; sugar, peanuts, certain citrus 
fruits, some truck products, meats to a small extent at times, 
:flaxseed, and some other minor specialties at times get more or 
less tariff benefits; but I can not see how the friends of agri
culture as a whole can undertake to link agriculture up with the · 
manufacturer's embargo tariff structure of this country as a 
permanent policy; because under that policy agriculture is 
doomed to destruction. · 

That is why I am not content to go back to my agricultural 
constituency and say to them, " You are $30,000,000,000 to 
$40,000,000,000 worse off after eight years of high ·tariff, and in
dustry is $50,000,000,000 better off," and I will say, " I will vote 
against chaining you irretrievably and irrevocably to the chariot 
wheels of this superprotective tariff system of industry." 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, the big central fact in our present tariff pro
ceeding is that it is proposed to take the Fordney Act of 1922, 
which is confessedly prohibitive as to two-thirds to three
fourths of its rates and c~sifications, readopt it a.s our perma-
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nent tariff structure and revise it upward by the pending bin. 
This is an effort to revi're the identical tactics and policy of the 
Republican Party when they undertook to revise similar high 
structures upwnxd by the passage of the McKinley law and the 
Payne-Aldrich law. One basic policy is that virtually no rates, 
however high, shall be reduced, and not even the slightest re
examination of these rates shall be made at the present time. 
The fact that ours is the second highest tariff in the world 
to-day should give even Republicans pause. A further truth 
that imports of finished dutiable manufactures upon proper 
comparison are less to-day than in 1914 should be convincing to 
any sane person of the embargo nature of the present law. 

Time prevents any elaborate analysis and comment on the 
rates .of the various schedules. We should bear in mind that the 
only possible way to ascertain the height of a tariff system is to 
take each important article or commGdity and the rates pr~ 
scribed for the same and compute the tariff effects in each 
instance. The general average ad valorem equivalent in many 
respects does not reflect the true height of a tariff structure, for 
the reason that a large number of high rates are prohibitive and 
do not appear in the tables of imports and exports, and for 
other reasons. 

The chemical schedule, though already high, was boosted in 
many instances hy the Fordney Act. It receives numerous addi
tional increases in the present bill. Coal-tar intermediates bear 
an average duty of 52.40 per cent, with trifling imports of 
$926,000. The American valuation system applies. The spokes
man for the industry during the tariff hearings said that he 
had in mind rates that could be reduced, even from his stand
point of extreme high protection. Naturally these rates on 
intermediates with the American valuation are prohibitive to 
every practical extent. The rates on dres, colors, and so forth, 
range from 47% to 61 per cent. Ninety-five per cent of .our 
quantity requirements are supplied at home. .The imports of 
$5,419,000 are chiefly specialties or fancy dyes of one sort or 
another at extremely high cost. Not over 3 per cent of our total 
domestic .output is affected by competition, and that relates to 
this class of specialties. 

Indigo comprises one-third of our total output at 51 to 61 per 
cent, with less than nominal imports of $3,567. Sulphur dyes 
constitute about one-fourth of our pr.oduction, with no imports. 
We are selling large quantities of indigo and sulphur dyes 
throughout tl1e world without fear of competition. The duties 
applicable to these are of course prohibitive, with no disposition 
to reduce them in the least. It is.. seriously claimed that large 
quantities of dyestuffs, such as indigo, sulphur black, Bismarck 
brown, methylene blue, alizarines, fast light red B, and other 
colors are to-day being sOld in Canada and other countries at 
substantially less prices than in the United States. I have com
parative figures, but. not the time- to read them. The situation 
therefore, is that the dyestuff industry is insisting on the reten
tion of American valuation and its present prohibitive rates. 
All feel a pride in the chemical industry, but it is not fair for 
that great industry to insist (}n the indefinite retention of rates 
and valuation methods that we really intended to be temporary 
as well as pr.ohibitive. I could cite quite a list of acids carry
ing high or substantial rates, with no imports and considerable 
exports, which rates are left untouched by the pending bill. 

Paints and varnishes carry an average rate of 33%, per cent 
with exports of $25,611,000 and sporadic imports of $3,765,000; 
domestic production, $519,000,000. This rate is prohibitive in 
the light of the import and export situation, coupled with the 
fact that with a little initiative and industry we could export 
$100,000,000 of paints. 

We have $5,185,000 exports of explosives, with $972,000 of 
imports at 36.39 per cent; domestic production, $72,489,000. 
This rate is ridiculously high. 

The rate of $5.60 a ton on· ammonia sulphate should be r~ 
pealed. 

Soap carries average rate of 22.62 per cent, with imports of 
$1,122,000; exports, $7,860,000; production, $278,273,000. The 
labor cost is trifling. This rate is left untouched. 

The rate on medicinal and pharmaceutical preparations is 
30.43 per cent, with exports four times greater than certain 
minor imports. In the language of Chairman HAWLEY this 
embargo rate" has worked well." 

The sugar tariff rates proposed are an economic outrage. 
COTTON SCHEDULE 

I desire io call attention to the embargo nature of most of the 
cotton schedule. Most of the medium and all the coarser cot
ton cloths are being sold throughout the world. The cotton 
textile manufacturer is already overburdened with tariffs which 
invite other countries to erect tariffs against our cotton-cloth 
exports. He need more reasonable prices on his dyestuffs, 
acids, and other materials so as to keep production costs to the 
lowest reasonable level. This policy is the key to the ingr:eased 

employment of capital and labor and increased exports of cot
ton cloth and other manufactures. I now cite some of the 
:figures of imports and exports as follows, under the operation 
of the present Fordney law: 

There are numerous important increases in the cotton sched
ule. Cloth of yarn No. 70 is increased from 27.5 per cent to 
34.5 per cent. This continues until cloth of No. 90 is increased 
from 30 to 41.5 per cent. This relates to cloth not bleached, 
printed, dyed, or colored. 

The rate on cloth of yarn exceeding No. 90 is 44.5 per cent 
ad valorem, compared with an equivalent ad valorem rate 
ranging in the main from 31.33 to 33 per cent, with a limitation 
of 33 per cent. • 

Cotton cloth, bleached, carries maximum duty of 44.5 per cent, 
contrasted with 33 per cent under the present law. 

Cotton cloth, printed, dyed, or colored, carries a maximum 
rate of 47.5 per cent, contrasted with 40 per cent under the 
present act. 

Paragraph 006, cloth in chief value of cotton, containing wool, 
60 per cent ad valorem, is entirely new. Present rate, 40 per 
cent. According to this arbitrary classification, cloth contain
ing near 100 per cent of cotton and an insignificant amount of 
wool would be transferred to this 60 per cent paragraph. 

The Tariff Commission states that imports of cotton cloth are 
due primarily to the quality of certain grades rather than to 
general Jtrice competition-that the price factor is the deciding 
one of only a limited number of fabrics. A majority are im
ported because of quality or reputation and are sold on the 
American market at higher prices than the nearest comparable 
domestic fabrics. · 

Tapestries and other Jacquard figured upholstery cloth in
creased from 45 to 55 per cent. 

Pile fabrics, as to velveteens, increased from 50 to 62.5 per 
cent. 

Cotton-textile production for 1927 was $1,567,400,000. Im· 
ports of semimanufactures dutiable, $3,733,000, at average rate 
of 28.09 per cent; exports, $23,996,000. Virtually the only im
ports are from 41s to 120s and above as to yarns and warps. 
Most of these were G8/2 and above. 

The Tariff Commission said : 
Imports in the finer counts are supplemental r!lther than competitive. 

Imports are specialties and fine cotmts, such as those used in 
lace and lac~curtain manufacture. Domestic ring spun yarns 
are cheaper than foreign mule spun and within the range of 
counts common to both we have no competition. 

Sewing-thread production, $46,409,000; imports, $1,480,000, 
at 20.19 per cent; exports, $1,285,000; imports less than 1 per 
cent of production and mainly for handwork and at higher 
prices than comparable domestic cotton. 

Cotton-cloth production, 8,980,000,000 square yards; value, 
$1,183,760,000; imports countable cloths, $15,792,000, at 31.26 per 
cent; exports, $74,956,000. 

Output of fine cotton cloths not over 13 per cent of the total; 
not over 6% per cent of yarns above 40s made here; three
fourths of imports were fine yarns. 

The Tariff Commission says : 
Imports are due primarily to the quality of certain graaes rather than 

general price competition. • · • • The more important factors ap
pear to be quality, reputation, lack of domestic production, and specialty 
demands. On the staple grades made of yarn not finer than 40, there is 
practically no competition from abroad ; domestic mills can pro<luce 
and export most 00: such goods in competition with the world. Some 
ot the imports are finer-count cloth than any made here, and some are 
sold at lower prices than the domestic, but the majority are imported 
because of quality or reputation and are sold on the American market 
at higher prices than the nearest comparable doiD:estic fabric. 

America imports but a fraction of 1 per cent of production ; 
exports large. Our production chiefly with automatic looms on 
mass scale, whereas imports are largely of fine-yarn fabrics, 
specialties, and novelties of high manufacturing cost. 

Fine-yarn cloths above 40 yarn, imported, was 5% per cent 
of similar domestic production. The chief competition is in cloth 
with yarn between 60 and 100. 

The cotton-textile indush·y, as to all medium and coarser pro
duction, is in far greater need of reduced production costs than 
of tariffs. 

Moderate rates on acids, dye tuffs, and so forth, alone would 
be helpful save as to very fine yarns and cloths. 

Tire fabrics, imports, $385, at 25 per cent; exports, $1,799,000; 
production, except tire duck, $110,529,000. Wby should this rate 
be retained? 

Oilcloth, imports, $6,568, at 27¥2 per cent; exports, $2,305,000; 
production, $18,762,000. Why should not this rate be reduced? 

Waterproof cloth, imports, $95,900, at 40 per cent; exports, 
$3,480,000. Why should this rate not be reduced? 
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Cotton cloth containing silk or artificial silk, relating to shirt· 

ings, and so forth, imports, $90,800, at 41.88 per cent; exports, 
$4,157,000; production, $70,893,000. _ 

Blankets, imports, $277,000, at 40 per cent; exports, $925,000; 
production, $29,452,000. 

Towels and bath mats, imports, $29,600, at 25 to 40 per cent; 
exports, $898,000; production, $42,800,000. 

Sheets and pillowcases, imports, $59,600, at 25 per cent; ex· 
ports, $172,000. · 

Cotton wares, tubing, and so forth, imports, $654,000, at 32 per 
cent ; exports, $4,000,000; production, $62,000,000. 

Cotton hosiery: Imports, $1,397,000, at 49.82 per cent; exports, 
$7,329,000; production, $71,034,000. The exports are va~ued at 
$1.69 per dozen, and the imports at $1.83 per dozen. Our rmports 
are chiefly full-fashioned hosiery for women. We compete any· 
where in hosiery from coarse and medium yarns. 

Cotton knit underwear: Imports, $219,000, at 45 per cent; ex
ports, $2,540,000; production, $110,522,000. Yarns used are gen
erally under 40s. We rank third as an exporter of these goods. 

Handkerchiefs, muffiers : Imports, $618,000, at 48 per cent;. ex
ports, ---; 90 per cent of imports ~re handblock~d prmts 
and fancy woven borders. Virtually no l.Dlports of plam cotton 
handkerchiefs, but only specialties and novelties. 

Cotton wearing apparel : Imports, $889,000, at 34.84 per ce~t ; 
exports, $7,907,000, to every country. Imports a small fractiOn 
of 1 per cent of production. 

Nottingham lace curtains, and so forth: Production, $5,518,-
000; imports, $56,800, at 51 per cent; exports, $05,000. We pay 
30 per cent duty on Nottingham machines or near $3,000 duty; 
also 30 per cent on prepared bobbin yarns not produced here. 

METAL SCHEDULE 

Mr. Chairman, I append to my remarks a rather full s~ate· 
ment of imports, exports, domestic pro?uction, and dutiable 
rates pertaining to the principal items m the m~tal schedule 
under the operation of the Fordney law. The entire structure 
with a few scattering exceptions is hopelessly prohibitive. One 
illustration relates to the basket clause in paragraph 372, mis
cellaneous machinery, the domestic production of w~ch, for 
1925, was $1,438,000,000. The dutiable rate as a ~ule 1s 30 per 
cent. Scattering imports of $10,500,000; exports m 1928 were 
$250,496,000. The 30 per cent rate on thi~ vast ran_ge of ma
chinery prod.ucts is left untouched. Electncal machmery, and 
so forth has imports of $1,584,000 at 30 per cent; exports, 
$88 958 000 · production, $369,879,000. But I can not single out 
instanc~s because the numbers are overwhelming. I direct 
special -attention to the long list of these . a;ticles with their 
rates their imports and exports, as an exhibit to my remarks. 
Th~re is no material competition in steel ingots, blooms, bil

lets, and so forth. The exports of steel bars are ten .times the 
imports with a rate of 24¥.! per cent. Exports of boiler plate, 
saw pl;te skelp, and so forth, are three and one-half times the 
imports at 27 per cent. Galvanized sheets show exports of 12 
per cent of production, compared with imports of one-half of 1 
per cent of production at a rate of 221,4 per cent. The expo~ts 
of 568,710,000 pounds of tin plate and products compare With 
imports of 2,382,000 pounds at 12¥.! per cent. Our ex~rts of 
structural iron and steel are near twice the amount of l.Dlports 
at 16:14 per cent. Copper-wire production amounts to $85,5~7,· 
000 with nominal imports of $2,367 at 25 per cent. Brass w1re 
is in. the same category. I might likewise mention insulated 
wire and cable, which show productiQD of $210,617,000, with 
imports of $17 940 at 35 per cent, while exports are $5,166,000. 
Wire strand a~d rope present a similar trade and tariff situa
tion. Similar excessive or wholly useless tariff and trade c~m· 
ditions embrace forgings and anchors, electric storage battenes, 
at 40 per cent ; ball and roller bear~gs, steel rails, axles ~nd 
axle blanks, railway wheels, tubes, pipes, and so. fort~, cha1~s, 
nuts and bolts, cut nails and spikes, horseshoe natls, wue nails, 
tacks brads and staples, horse and mule shoes, table, household, 
and kitchen utensils, with a 49.7 per cent tariff; similar alumi· 
num utensils, with 76 per cent tariff; tinware at 40 to 60 per 
cent; crosscut and circular saws at 20 per cent; steel plates for 
printing, and so forth, at 25 pe~ cent; saddlery and harness 
hardware at 35 per cent; fountam pens at 87 per cent; table 
cutlery at 661A, per cent; files and rasps at 34 per cent; breech
loading guns and rifles at 70% per cent; automobiles and parts 
at 25 to 30 per cent; motor cycles and ai-:planes at 30 per cent; 
steam engines, locomotives, sewing machrnes, at 15 and 30 per 
cent; cash registers at 25 .per cent; printing presses at 30 per 
cent·lawn mowers at 30 per cent; machine tools at 30 per cent; 
te·xtiie machinery at 37%, per cent; adding and calculating 
machines at 25 per cent; internal-combustion engines at 30 per 
cent-imports, $75,800; exports, $10,324,000; production,. $117,-
893.000; shovels, spades, and so forth, 30 per cent, with no 
imports. 

Numerous classes of pottery and earthenware of large domes
tic production carry rates as high as 60 and 70 per cent with 
purely nominal imports and no competition, such as sanitary 
ware and plumbing fixtures, porcelain electric supplies, chemical 
porcelain and chemical stoneware, stoneware, yellow ware, and 
red ware. The production of these articles is $54,500,000. In 
the . American earthenware tableware industry foreign wares 
imported for the most part are not comparable with domestic 
wares. We have competition of about $1,000,000 bone china 
with our home Lenox china of $1,000,000 production. There is 
little china produced here that we find on the tables of private 
families. There is more or less competition in vitreous china 
hotel and restaurant ware, the production of which is about 
$10,000,0004 imports $1,214,000. The point in this situation, 
therefore, is that four or five plants have installed what is 
known as the tunnel kiln method, which is ten or tweh·e times 
more productive than the now obsolete methods in the other 
plants in this country. Tariffs will not help these latter, and 
yet they are mainly the occasion for the propo ed inc'feascs. 
This is the old story of jacking up tariffs to aid antiquated 
plants. 

The proposed increase from sixty-odd per cent to near 100 
per cent OQ common window glass is due to the same condition 
of obsolescence existing in about 30 per cent of the inuustry. 
We are producing around 70 per cent of domestic requirements 
under the most modernized methods, and the plants are making 
splendid profits. They could easily stand a reasonable reduc· 
tion, in lieu of the proposed large increase for the benefit of 
the antiquated plants. 

The boost of 26% per cent on plate glass is attempted to be 
justified by computing costs of production for the combined 
years of 1923, 1924, and 1925, whereas on the cost basis of 1925, 
which had become a normal year, this duty could have been 
reduced 2~ per cent instead of being subjected to the proposed 
boost of 26% per cent. 

In the flax schedule there is a monstrous increase on cordage 
of 300 to 400 per cent, the pretext for which is to compensate 
for the boost on raw flax and succeeding processes, and also upon 
the representation that there have been substantial increases of 
imports of cordage during recent years. The truth is that the 
major portion of these increases are from the Philippine Islands 
and admitted free. The increase from elsewhere during a 
period of five years was only $384,000. Our domestic pro
duction of cordage is $35,156,000, with imports of $732,000 out
side of the Philippines, and exports of $1,108,000. Supplying, as 
we are, 99 per cent of domestic consumption, it is outrageous 
to jack up prices of cordage in this manner. The bill does not 
even remove the tariff of 30 to 35 per cent on machinery for 
weaving flax yarns, which we do not produce. This illustrates 
the reckless and haphazard manner of the proposed revision. 

Our friends, the wool grower and the woolen manufacturer, 
are doing all within their power to aid in a tariff revolution in 
this country. The wool grower is not content with 31 cents 
per scoured pound 1\rlld must have it raised to 34 cents. rrhe 
woolen manufacturer avails himself of this opportunity to boost 
compensatory and other protective rates substantially out of 
proportion to this 3-cent increase on raw wool. The present 
wool-yarn rates are entirely prohibitive, and they are now 
pushed up from 55 to 72 per cent to a level of 84 to 113 per cent. 
Woven fabrics in some classes are then raised from 961A, per 
cent to a 100 per cent minimum, ·while another class of fabrics, 
·mlued at 80 cents to $1.25, is shoved up to 111.7 per cent. Still 
another fabric, valued at from 60 to 80 cents a pound, goes to 
the extreme high rate of 115.57 per cent. The price of woolens 
already has reduced consumption, and it bids fair to reduce it 
substantially more. The importations of woolen fabrics, $22,-
199,000, are not competitive in price. The Tariff Commission 
says: 

In general, it can be said that imported fabrics of wool sell on the 
American market at higher prices than the nearest comparable domestic 
fabrics. Domestic cloths are sold mainly to manufacturing clothiers, 
while the bulk of the imported fabrics are consumed by merchant 
tailors. 

The tariff cost of the woolen schedule to the Ame1ican people 
is around $200,000,000. The woolen industry, like a large num
ber of other industries, has been suffering severely from over
production, as well as from excessive tariffs, save as to a small 
segment of the finer yarns and cloths. I have not the tim~ to 
go further into the details of this schedule. The Amencan 
Farm Federation in 1923 estimated the tariff gain to the wool 
grower at $37,500,000; cost to farmers, $27,300,000. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposed revision provides in effect that 
the valuation by appraisers shall be final except by appeal to 
the Secretary of the Treasury. This astonishing proposal strip$ 
bare the jurisdiction of the Customs Court and its authority to 
adjudicate unquestioned apd hitherto unchallenged rights of the 

• 
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citizens. This is bureaucracy run mad. The very suggestion 
that the most valuable property rights of the citizen can be dis
posed of or dealt with as a finality by the Treasury Department 
with the slighte~t recourse to the courts of the country is 
wholly impossible to understand. 

The proposed enlargement and broad expansion of the pro
visions and functions of the flexible tariff clause is astonishing, 
is undoubtedly unconstitutional, and is -violative of the functions 
of the American Congress. Not since the Commons wrenched 
from an Engiish King the power and authority to control tax
ation bas there been a transfer of the taxing power back to 
the head of a go\ernment on a basis so broad and unlimited as 
is proposed in the pending bill. As bas been said on a former 
occasion, " this is too much power for a bad man to ha\e, or for 
a good man to want." We have recently witnessed the astound
ing spectacle of Congress in session engaged in the work of 
enacting tariff legislation, while the President, assuming equal 
and coordinate authority, has undertaken to anticipate Congress 
by legi lating himself while the session of the legi..:lative body is 
in progre s. This proposal embraces another revolutionary 
policy, which is, to abandon the law and the Republican doctrine 
to the effect that all tariffs should be measured by the differ
ence between production costs here and abroad, bye adding a 
number of alternative so-called methods to ascertain what is 
termed condition of competition between this and other coun
tries. It is proposed thus to give the President and his Tariff 
Commission, which, by the way, is virtually taken away from 
Congress, authority to use what in practical effect will be any 
sort of basis on which to fix tariff rates. 

This is in accordance with the recently announced doctrine 
of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] to the effect that 
in the future as now there will be no formula or standard of 
tariff measurement, but when rates are retained or written 
indiscriminately high domestic competition can always be 
depended upon to keep down home prices to a decent level. 

That is the most plau::ible argument that the gentleman made 
in support of his bill. Yet, Mr. Chairman, no proposal that 
bas been advanced in this House for the past 25 years has 
been so repeatedly repudiated and condemned as that has been 
by the Republican Party in this country after 12 years' experi
ence with the Dingley law, and that is the identical proposal on 
which this bill rests. No one pretends that this bill is drafted 
on any under tandable method. We do not know the cost of 
production here or abroad. In 1910 the Republican campaign 
book contained a foreword in the form of a letter by President 
Taft, and here is his statement on this identical proposition on 
which the entire policy of this bill rests. I read from the 
Republican textbook. He ays : 

The truth is that under the old protective idea the only purpose was 
to make the tariff high enough to protect the home industry. The 
excess of the tariff over the differences in the cost of production 
here and abroad was not regarded as objectionable, because it was 
supposed that competition between those who njoyed the high pro
tection would keep the price for the consumer down to what was 
reasonable for the manufacturers. The evils of excessive tariff rates, 
however, showed itself in the temptation of manufacturers to combine 
and suppress competition, and then to maintain the prices so as to 
take advantage of the excess of the tariff rate over the difference 
between the cost of production abroad and here. 

Note the word "evil" which Mr. Taft uses in speaking of 
excessive tariff rates. • When he wrote that he had not yet 
realized that the Payne-Aldrich bill was a revision upward, 
instead of downward. 

Nm-v, Mr. Chairman, after 12 years' experience under the 
Dingley bill, here is tile entire Republican administration and 
the Republican organization solemnly repudiating the theory
the whole theory on which this bill is based-which President 
Taft and the Republican organization, in 1910, declared to be 
absolutely unfounded, fraudulent, and false. [Applause.] 

EXHIDIT 1 

Showing sources of principal duties, 19'!7 

Cane sugar ______________ --------------------
Tobacco and manufactures _________________ _ 
Wool manufactures ________ ------------------
Cotton manufactures ______ ---------------- __ 
Wool, unmanufactured _____________________ _ 
Silk manufactures __ -------------------------

Import> 

$210, 677, 000 
68,632,000 
64,112,000 
56,518,000 
52,558,000 
41,498,000 

Duties 

$130, 043, 000 
40,015,000 
39,099,000 
29,920,000 
25,881,000 
25,371,000 

Average 
ad valo
rem rate 

61.75 
58.08 
60.89 
52.94 
49.24 
61.14 

Sources of principal duties, 1921-Continu~ 

Chemicals and related products _____________ _ 
Pottery ________________________ . _____________ _ 
Flax, hemp, ramie, and manufactures _______ _ 
Rayon and manufactures ___________________ _ 
Ferro-alloys ______ ---------------------------Glass and glass products ____________________ _ 
Clocks and watches _________________________ _ 
Leather manufactures _______________________ _ 
Precious metals manufactures _______________ _ 
Perfumery and cosmetics ___________________ _ 
Toys_. _________________________ -- ------- ___ _ 
Beads, bead ornaments _____________________ _ 
Cutlery _____________________________________ _ 
Pipes and smoker's articles _________________ _ 
Fur felt hats ________________________________ _ 
Jewelry------- ____ ------------ ____ ------- ___ _ 
Cellulose products ____________ ----- _________ _ 
Almonds _________________ -------------------
Peanuts _______ ------------------------ _____ _ 
Linoleum, etc_-----------_------------------Scientific instruments, etc __________________ _ 
Musical instruments ________________________ _ 
Brushes ____________________________________ _ 
Pyroxylin, finished and partly finished _____ _ 
Other industrial office and printing machin-ery _______________________________________ _ 

Imports 

$42, 238, ()()() 
20,437,000 
53,363,000 
17,956,000 
15,018,000 
16,880,000 
15,104,000 
15,897,000 
10, 141, ()()(} 
5, 135,000 
4, 609,000 
4, 151,000 
1, 461,000 
2, 152, coo 
2, 399,000 
2, 066,000 
4, 089,000 
6, 553,000 
1, 574,000 
2, 656, ()()(} 
3, 160, ()()(} 
4, 859,000 
1, 553,000 
2, 587,000 

15, 761,000 

Duties 

$14,231, ()()() 
12,419,000 
24, 111,000 
10,248,000 
9, 754,000 
9, 062,000 
7, 4«,000 
7, 054,000 
6,473, 000 
3, 255,000 
3, 2'26, 000 
2, 220,000 
1, 572,000 
1, 290, ()()() 
1, 349,000 
1, 653,000 
2, 499, ()()() 
2, 483, ()()() 
1, 377,000 

863, ()()() 
1, 363,000 
1, 979,000 

699,000 
1, 552,000 

5, 367, ()()() 

Average 
ad valo
rem rate 

33.69 
60.77 
45.18 
57.07 
64. !)5 
53.64 
49.28 
44.38 
63.82 
63.39 
70.00 
53.48 

107.60 
59.94 
56.23 
80.01 
61.13 

43.15 
40.75 
45.00 
60.00 

34.05 

765, 7!)4, 000 423, 872, 000 55. 35 
Total duties ___________________________ -------------- 574,838,000 

Total dutiable iinports-------------------------------------- --------- $1,484.031,000 
765, 794, 000 

718, 237' ()()() 
ApproximatC'ly 74 per cPnt of total duties slww an average ad valot·em 

rate of 55.3:3, highest in United States history; highest aYerage Din~ley 
rate, 1899, 52.07; highest average McKinley t·ate, 1894-, 50.02. Evidently 
from 75 per cent to 80 per cent of total duties bear an average rate of 
at least 55 per cent. 

Ji1XHTRTT 2 

Showing rank of Unit-ed States as importer ana exporter 

PER CAPITA EXPORT TRADE, 1927 

Country : Per capita exports 
Canada--------------------------------------------- $132.00 
Denmark------------------------------------------- 120. 60 
Australia ------------------------------------------- 111. GO 
Netherlands----------------------------------------- 100.00 
Argentina___________________________________________ 91. 30 
Belgium------ - -------------------------------------- SO.DO l::iwitzel"land_________________________________________ 89. 60 
Great Britain---------------------------------------- 88. 00 
Swede~----------------------------~----------------- 71.00 
France----------------------------------~~-----~---- 53. 10 
Czechoslovakia_______________________________________ 41. 40 
United States---------------------------------------- 40. 40 
GermanY-----------------------------------~-------- 3&80 
ItalY----- ------------------------------------------- 19. 70 Japan_______________________________________________ 14. 60 
8pain----------------------------------------------- 14.00 
Brazil----------------------------------------------- 12.00 
India----------------------------------------------- 3.60 
Russia----------------------- - ---------------------- 2. ·70 

China----------------------------------------------- 1.50 
PER CAPITA 11\IPORT TRADE OF 20 LEADING IMPOR'l'rNG COUNTRIES, 1927 

Country : ln1ports p~r capita 

~;:::r~~~ifi~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---------------- $134. oo 
Australia---------------~-----------::~-~-:~========== t~g:~8 
~!~~:~~;d-----------~------------------------------ ii~:gg 
Canada----~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~========~= 115. 00 Belgium____________________________________________ 98. 20 
Argentina---------------------------------·---------- 77. 50 
s~reden______________________________________________ 70.00 

~~f~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~========== gg:l8 Czechoslovakia_______________________________________ 36. 90 

R~~;~~-~~~~~~~~~-=--=--=---~~~-=--=---~-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_----~========== ~~: sg 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---_-_-------------- 18.80 
Brazil -------------- 16· 70 

----------------------------------------------- 10. 0 
~~~;~-=--=--=--=----=----=--=.-=.-=.-_-_-=_-=_-_-_-=_-_-_-_-_-_-_-=_-=_-_-_-=_-=_-=_-_-_-=_-=.-=.:========== •i: ~g 

EXHIBIT 3 
The total number of acres planted to all crops in 1928 wus 360,000,-

000. The following commodities and their value on tha farm in Decem
ber, 1928, were planted und grown on the following number of acres. 
With the exception of some tariff benefits• to hard northwestern wheat, 
mainly incidental to fluctuations, scarcity of crop, etc., the .commodities 
set out below derive either nominal tariff benefits or none at all. 
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Acres in 

cultivation, 
1928 

Value 

Corn--------------------------------------------------- 100,000,000 $2, 133,000,000 
WheaL------------------------------------------------ 57, 724,000 877,193,000 
oats ._------------------------------------------------- 41, 733, 000 592, 674, 000 
Barley_- ----------------------------------------------- 12, 539,000 197, 128,000 Rye___ ___ __ ____________________________________________ 3, 444,000 36, 067,000 
Buckwheat_ __ ----------------------------------------- 750, 000 11,525,000 
Cotton (and seed)-------------------------------------- 46,943,000 1, 503,000,000 
Hay--- ------------------------------------------------ 57,775.000 1, 243,359, ooo 
Tobacco----------------------------------------------- ~--1,_9_12,_000_1 __ 254. __ 322._000_ 

TotaL ___ --------- __ ----------------------------- 334, 347, 000 6, 848, 268, 000 Apples, peaches, pears, and grapes ________________________ ;_ __ _______ 322,062,000 

Grand totaL _______ : _____________________________ -------------- 7, 170,330, 000 

The following 19 truck products, a majority of which derive more 
or less tariff benefits, comprise the following acreage and farm values 
for 1928: 

Acreage, 1928 Farm value 

94,930 $13, 928, 000 
135,060 14, 94.0, 000 
136,850 23,488,000 
100,400 20,261,000 
22,620 4, 595,000 
20,650 5, 509,000 
26,400 14,005,000 

289,180 6, 896,000 
111,740 8, 998,000 

3,890 777,000 
126,780 31,530,000 
77,480 22,574,000 

267,610 19,848,000 
18,570 4,091, 000 

400,720 31,047,000 
63,270 7, 653,000 

202,580 44,440,000 
401,850 40,940,000 
210,450 10,958,000 

TotaL _____ _ ------------------------------------- !, 710,970 326, 457, 000 
To this we may add-

Sugar-cane _____________ .----- ___ .------------------
Sugar beets ..• _------------------------------------Peanuts ___________________________________________ _ 

157,000 10,080,000 
646,000 50,625,000 

1, 909,000 56,082,000 
1------1------

Total __ ._------ _____ -------- ________ ----- _______ _ 5, 422,970 443, 144, 000 

ExHIBIT 4 

SHOWING PRODUCTIVITY OF LABOR AND LABOR COSTS IN THE UNITED 

STATES, ENGLAND, AND GERMANY 

Comparison of wage rates alone in the foreign and domestic industry 
gives little information with respect to actual wage conditions. Such 
comparison ignores the productivity of the wage earner, the efficiency of 
management, mechanical equipment, and power employed, etc. ·Actual 
wages paid in their relation to the productivity of the wage earner is 
most important. Workers can not in the long run receive as wage 
earners more than is produced. It the national production or income 
is small, wages will be small. The following figures show the estimated 
wealth and income for the United States, Great Britain, and Germany 
These figures show that if the total wealth produced annually were 
divided on the same basis in each of these countries, that received by 
the Englishman would be only 57.77 per cent of that received by the 
American, while , the German would receive but 25 per cent of the 
American's income. The table is as follows: 

Estimated wealth ana income for certain co-untries, 1925 

Wea'th Income 

Country Population Total Total 
billions Per billions Per 
of dollars capita of dollars capita 

United States ______ 117, 135,817 380.0 $3,244.10 89.6 $764.92 Great Britain ______ 42,767,530 119.2 2, 787. 16 18.9 441.92 
Germany __ -------- 59,858,284 59.5 994.01 11.9 198.80 

Percent 
per capita 
income is 
of Unite d 
States pe 

capita 
income 

---------55. 
25. 

Tl 
99 

Statistics show that the distribution of income between capital and 
labor is about the same in Germany as in the United States, or 5.76 
per cent return on corporate capital in Germany !or 1926, and 6.67 
per cent in the United States. In comparison with the number of 
inhabitants, Germany's incom~ is only about 26 per cent of that of the 
United States. The low German wages are, therefore, apparently 
explained by Germany's comparatively small production of wealth or 
income in proportion to its population. 

L:XXI--77 

In 1925 the value of net production for each dollar paid in wages was 
$2.50 in the United States and $2.14 in England. 

United England 
States 

Wages paid_------------·--- ------------------------------------ $1, 280 1$513 
'1,096 Value of production added by wage earners____________________ 3,194 

1 Or 40.08 per cent of United States. 1 Or 31.41 per cent of United States. 

While wages in the United States are much higher than in European 
countries, the productivity per worker is so much higher in the United 
States that the labor cost in this country is much less. 

The following quantities were produced for each dollar paid out for 
labor: 

Bituminous coal.-------- ______ ----- ___________________ __ tons __ 
SoaP--------------------------------------------------Pounds __ 
Cement_ _______ --------------- ____________ --------- ___ barrels __ 
Pig iron __________________ ----------- _________________ ____ tons __ 
Paper and paper board _____________________________ short tons __ 
Wall paper _____ -----------------------------------------do ___ _ 

United Great 
States Britain 

0. 63 
158.39 

3 
. 81 
.06 
.02 

0. 33 
85.59 

2. 33 
. 41 
.06 
. 02 

Value produced for each dollar thus paid out for labor corresponds 
with the above. 

The following values produced for each dollar paid out for labor: 

Bakery products ____ ----- _____ ------- ________ -------- _________ _ 
Confectionery ____________________________________ ------ _______ _ 
Cotton spinning and weaving _________________________________ _ 
Woolen and worsted goods-------------------------------------
Cordage, twine, etc __ ------------------------------------------
Knit goods ______ ~ ________ ----------- ____ ---- _______ ----_--- ___ _ 
Boots and shoes ... ---._----------------- __________ • ___________ _ 

United England 
States 

$2. n 
3.15 
1.80 
1. 72 
2. 32 
2.11 
1. 97 

$2.68 
2. 70 
1. 75 
1.92 
1.82 
1.94 
1.66 

In china and earthen ware the value yielded is practically the same. 
In most other industries the value produced per dollar of wages is con 
siderably less in Great Britain than in the United States. It is true 
that values are somewhat different in the two countries. 

. It thus appears that with respect to what it receives labor is more 
costly in Great Britain than in the United States. 

The annual output, per worker, of coal (1926) in the United States 
was 876 tons ; Germany, Ruhr 296, Saxony 180 ; Belgium, 142; France 
172; Great Britain, 290 ; Poland, 296 ; Czechoslovakia, 253. 

Average annual earnings per worker, United States, $1,382; Germany 
$SOl ·and $546; Belgium, $420; France, $427; Great Britain, $866 
Poland, $365 ; Czechoslovakia, $489. , 

It is thus seen that the percentage oi output per worker of other 
countries compared with those of the United States is substantially 
below the percentage of earnings per worker compared with those of the 
United States:. _For example, the coat output of the Belgian worker is 
16.21 per cent of that of the United States worker, while the Belgian 
worker is paid 30.39 per cent of the amount paid an American coal 
miner. 

Average wages per metric ton of coal mined: United States (bitumi 
nous), $1,578; German, $2,031 in Ruhr and $3.66 in Saxony ; Belgium 
$3.41; France, $3.79 ; England, $3.28; Poland, $1.49 ; Czechoslovakia 
$2.06. 

THIS IS SIGNIFICANT 

Value added by manufacture and horsepower per employee : 
Total, United States, $26,778,000,000, or for each employee $2,749 

horsepower, 35,772,000; horsepower per employee 3,672. 
England, $8,260,000,000 ; valued added per employee, $1,085 ; horse 

power, 15,594,000; horsepower per employee, 2,048. 
Germany, horsepower, 1,450 per employee. 
It is thus seen that the average value added by manufacture by the 

British wage earner is only about 40 per cent of that of the American 
wage earner. 

The German horsepower per wage earner is 40 per cent of that of 
the American. 

GERMANY 

The quantity produced for a dollar of wages is less in Germany than 
in the United States for coal and petroleum, and about the same for pig 
iron. 

In iron and steel foundries, motor vehicles, petroleum refining, the 
value produced per labor dollar is about the same in the two countries. 

Production of sulphur in Germany per labor dollar is much less than 
in the United States. The same is true as to graphite and salt. In 
leather and silk weavmg the German production IS somewhat h1ghe1. 
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The quantity production of the cement worker is only half that of the 
United States. 

The worker in tll.e paper industry in Germany gets 29.50 per cent of 
United States wages, but his quantity production is only 28.65 per 
cent of American production. 

In the linen cloth and yarn industry the German gets 35 per cent of 
American wages, but the value be adds in manufacture is only 33.85 
per cent of that added by the American. 

The German has some 23 per cent advantage in hemp and cotton 
production. 

In the textile industries German wages are about one-third of 
American wages, while German productivity per worker is about one· 
third that of the American. 

INCREASE 1~ PRODUCTIVITY AND WAGES IN THE UNITED STATES 

There is a remarkable similarity between productivity, wages, and 
horsepower. Compared with 1914. and on the 1914 price basis, the 
figures for 1927 show an increase per worker of 44.6 per cent horse
power, of 44.89 per cent in value of products, and of 47 per cent in 
wages. About the same relative percentages exist for 1925. These 
figures clearly show that wages are determined by the productivity of 
the worker. 

These computations are made from the United States Census of 
Manufactures with price index of the United States Department of 
Labor. 

UNTTED STATES EXPORT ADVANTAGES 

We have cheap fuel and 60 per cent more horsepower per man, less 
taxes, and lower interest. On the other hand, we have high cost of 
materials and freight rates. 

UNITED STATES AND ENGLISH WAGES A D PRODUCTION 

While the wage earner in England receives on the average but 43.96 
per cent of the wages paid in the United States, he produces in quan
tity only 36.39 per cent of what the American wage earner produces, 
while the value of the product of the English wage earner is only 38.64 
per cent of that· of the American wage earner. 

This is the average for all industry. 
ExHIBIT 5 

Proauotivity and tcages, United States ana Great Britain 

Value pro-
duced 1 for each Quantity produced for each 
dollar paid out dollar paid out for labor 

Industry 
for labor 

United Great 
States Britain Unit Uruted Great 

States Britain 

g~~~~~~~~==::::::::::::::::::: --$3~42- --$3~3i- -~-~~~--:::: ---~~~- ----~~~ 
Paints and varnish___________________ 4. 99 4. 62 ------------ --------
SoaP---------------------------------- 5. 04 4. 33 Lb---:---- 158.39 ---85~59 
Brick tile and refractories____________ 1. 84 1. 77 ------------ -------- _______ _ 
Cement_------------------------·---- 3.46 2. 64 BbL______ 3. 00 2. 33 
China and earthenware_______________ 1. 65 1. 70 ------------ ______ _ 
Pig iron______ ________________________ 3. 26 1. 27 Long ton__ - . 81 -----~4i 
Motor vehicles_-- -------------------- 2. 45 1. 75 ------------ -------- --------
Railway cars_________________________ 1. 61 1. 45 ------------ -------- --------
Electrical machinery and supplies____ 2. 79 2. 39 -··--------- -------- --------
Too~~~ saws, files, etc__________________ 2. 43 2.11 ------------ -------- -------· 
Textile machinery and parts__________ 2. 21 1. 78 ------------ -------- --------
Lumber and timber products_________ 1. 84 1. 73 ------------ -------- --------
Furniture____________________________ 2.18 1. 75 -----·----·- -------- --------
Grain milling_________________________ 4. 35 3.17 -- ---------- -------- --------
Sugar-cane refining ___________________ ---------------- Short ton_ . 28 .14 
Bakery products_____________________ 2. 75 2. 68 ------------ -------- ~-------

~~~c:'3~lPe"r-boar<i::::::::::::::: ~: ~ ~: ~ -sii~iiia!L: ----~oo- -----~oo 
Wall paper--------------------------- 2. 57 3. U ___ do______ . 02 • 02 
Printing and publishing______________ 4. 91 5.17 ------------ -------- --------
Cotton spinning and weaving_______ 1. 80 1. 75 Cotton 8. 66 8. 74 

Woolen and worsted goods ___________ _ 
Oordage, twine, jute, etc _____________ _ 
Knit goods ____ ---- -------------------Leather ______________________________ _ 
Boots and shoes _____________________ _ 
Saddlery, harness, trunks, bags, etc.. __ 

1 Value added by manufacture. 

1. 72 
2.32 
2.11 
2.33 
1. 97 
2. 39 

ExHIBIT 6 

1.92 
1.82 
1.94 
2.34 
1.66 
1.84 

used, lb. 

t 

Productivity and wages, United States and Germany 

Industry 

Value produced 
for each dollar 
paid out for labor 

Quantity produced for each 
dollar paid out for labor 

United 
States Om-many 

----------- --------------------
Coal-----·--------·--------·--- ---------- ---------- M ton...__ 0. 63 0. 49 
Petroleum production__________ 1 $4.13 1 $3.44 BbL____ 2. 08 1. 04 
Petroleum refining____________ 117.96 1 19.47 ---------- ---------- ----------
Coke___________________________ 1 8. 27 113.17 -------·-- ---------- ------·---

1 Tctal value o! product. 

Productivity and wageJJ, United States and Gcrm<lnY--continued 

Industry 

Value produced 
for each dollar 
paid out for labor 

United 
States Germany 

Quantity produced for each 
dollar paid out for labor 

Un.lt Uruted 
States Germany 

------------1---- ----------------
Ir?n. ore________________________ 1$2.64 1$1.95 Gr. ton__ 0. 74 0. 81 
Ptg tron____ ____________________ Ton_____ . 68 • 69 
Iron and steel foundries_________ 1 2. 87 1 2. 89 -------- -- ---------- ----------
Sulphur________________________ 18.56 12.23 ------ - --- ---------- ----------
Graphite_______________________ 11.87 1 1. 73 ---------- ---------- ----------
Salt____________________________ 13.56 t 3. 15 ---------- ---------- ----------
Motor vehicles_________________ 2 2.10 2 2.18 --------- - ---------- ------ - ---
Rubber tires____________________ 2 2. 39 2 4. 59 ---------- ---------- ------ -'---
Leather tanneries_______________ t 1. 94 2 2. 98 ---------- ---------- ----------
Silk weaving------------------- 21. 9 2 3. 07 ---------- ---------- ----------

1 Total value of product. 'Value added by manufacture. 

EXIIIBIT 7 

HIGH RATES-LARGE EXPORTS-LITTLE OR NO IMPORTS-METAL SCHEDULE 

The Fordney Act transferred about 30 articles and classifications from 
the free to the dutiable list and tremendously increased many o1· most 
existing rates. Dutiai.Jle imports, iron and steel, semimanufactures 
from pig iron to tin plate, $10,237,000 at average ra.te of 10.29 per 
cent. The rates are so prohibitive as thus to reouce the ad valorem 
equivalent. Most rates are from 20 to 35 per cent. Commencing in 
1816, this industry has been regularly coming to Congress and r equest
ing additional duties in order that it might be able to stand alone 
within a few years. Thirty years ago Mr. Carnegie boasted that we 
could produce steel cheaper than any country in the world. Prior to 
the war we ranked second as an exporter, but are now a poor fifth. 
The number of tons of steel exports for 1928 was less than the number 
in 1914. We are a weaker competitor than before the war. Canada is 
our chief market and England is gradually encroaching upon us there. 

The iron and steel industry is the basis of most all other industries. 
When we pile up iron and steel tariffs, we must give other industries 
what in effect are compensatory tariffs. This basic industry, therefore, 
should carry tariffs as low as reasonably possible. The trade figures 
and facts show that many existing rates could be removed and others 
substantially reduced. 

Pig iron: Production, $703,904,000; wage earners, 27,900; wages 
paid, $44,258,000; value auded by manufacture, $129,349,000. Total 
production, 35,858,000 long tons; Imports, $2,232,000, or 140,700 tons 
at 7.09 per cent. Imports chiefiy of foundry, malleable, and low phos
phorus grades; about one-half from British India. Exports, 50,992 
tons; exports, 1928, 84,682 tons. Competitive territory is on Atlantic 
seaboard. The chief trouble has been due to the costlier production by 
the merchant furnace, compared with steel works producing their own 
pig iron. We have bad considerable overproduction, another trouble. 
This pig iron tariff plea is a pitiable commentary on the iron and steel 
industry of the world with its unexcelled production plants. 

The duty on iron and steel scrap should be repealed. 
Manganese ore: Production, 44,741 tons; imports, 300,177 tons at 

30.42 per cent. Price per ton, $31.32 in United States. A much richer 
ore is supplied from Africa at small cost, while Russia and Brazil are 
large producers and exporters. The United States has very limited 
amount of high-grade ore. They must be put through various proces es 
of beneficiation and at much expense. The duty should be removed. 

Molybdenum ore or concentrate: Production, 2,286,000 pounds, valued 
at $1,158,000, or 81 cents a pound. The imports are only $10,500 at 
42 per cent. This could be cut in half, or more. There is no serious 
competition. 

Tungsten ore and concentrate: Production, 1,353 short tons of 60 
per cent concentrates, valued at $741,000. Imports tungsten content, 
1,065 tons, valued at $540,000, at 180* per cent. China supplies the 
world, including half of the Unite(j. States. This duty should be 
abolished. 

FerrOmanganese, an alloy of manganese and iron, containing 78 to 82 
per cent manganese, production made largely by United States Steel Co., 
with three producers at present time. Shipments from domestic fur
naces, 291,000 tons, valued at $27,243,000. Imports, 36,200 tons; value, 
$3,572,000. 

Ferrotungsten: Production, 1,289 tons, at 175 to 193 per cent. 
Ferrosilicon ranks second to ferromanganese. Production, 278,000 

tons; imports, 10,700,000 pounds, or near 5,000 tons. Materials for 
manufacture are abundant and cheap in this country for less than 
12 per cent silicon. 

Chrome metal : Less than 1 per cent of .consumption of chromite is 
made at home. It comes in free. Most of the ferro-alloys should bear 
a low rate or be admitted free. 

Production of wrought iron, 188,000 long tons ; imports, 1.9 per 
cent of production, consisting of bar iron at 20% to 24.8 per cent. The 
exports are three times the imports. These rates should be removed. 

Swedish bar-iron imports are supplemental and come in at a higher 
price. 
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Steel ingots: Production, 44,935,000 tons, with steel bars 4,862,000 

tons. We produce more than the balance of the world. Imports, 
ingots, blooms, slabs, billets, bars, etc., under paragraph 304, are 
$5,096,000 at 25¥.1 per cent, or about 123,000 tons. Imports, steel 
ingots, blooms, billets, sheets, plates, etc., not containing alloys, 
$G03,600 at 24.23 per cent ; containing alloys, $129,000 at 29lh per 
cent; exports, 7,000 tons at about $40. There is no pronounced com
petition in these steel products less advanced than steel bars. There 
is some competition in special grades of alloy steel. Steel bars, not 
containing alloys : Imports, $3,466,000 at 24.56 per cent; exports, 
111,000 tons or ten times the imports; United States value, $48.89; 
production, $209,000,000 ; tons produced, 4,165,000; tons imported, 
160,000. The rates could be cut in half or more. 

Boiler or other plate iron or steel, except crucible, and saw-plate 
steel : Production, plate, 3,720,000 tons; skelp, 4,318,000 tons. Total 
imports less than one-eighth of 1 per cent of production for 1926, at 
26.90 per cent; exports, 3¥.1 per cent of domestic production or near 
$9,000,000. Exports of plates, $7,464,000; of skelp, $3,951,000. The 
rates are excessive. 

Common or black sheets of iron or steel : Production, black sheet, 
3,979,000 tons; skelp, 3,418,000 tons; imports of both, $513,000 at 
23.37 per cent or 12,700 tons. 

All iron or steel sheets, plates, bars, rods, hoops, or scroll iron or 
steel. Galvanized sheets and other products : Production, 2,936,000,000 
pounds ; imports of sheets, 0.52 per cent of production at 22.27 per 
cent; exports more than 12 per cent of production or $15,498,000. 

Sheets, plates of iron or steel coated with tin or lead, etc., including 
tin plates, production of tin and terne plate, 3,748,000,000 pounds; im
pot·ts, 2,382,000 pounds at $191,000 at 12.44 per cent; exports, 568,-
710,000 pounds. We are the largest world producer. The Tariff Com
mission reports American prices at $4.58 per base box in England and 
$5.45 in the United States, or a difference of 20 per cent. The present 
tariff rate on tin plate is 30 and 40 per cent on tin products. There 
is understood to be an internatitmal tin-plate agreement under the dis
guise of the Webb export law. We import our tin mainly from Bolivia 
and other places. We have no competition from abroad. 

Beams, girders, joists, and other structural shapes of iron or steel: 
Production, 3,742,000 tons, valued at $122,966,000; imports, $5,377,000, 
or 165,000 tons at 161,4 per cent; exports, 291,000 tons. There is 
trivial competition in certain seaboard districts. This should be on the 
free list. 

Hoop, band, scroll iron, or steel, production 499,000 tons; imports, 
20,000 tons valued at $742,000 at 20~ per cent; exports, 35,000 tons 
at $2,035,000. 

Cotton ties, production 42,800 tons at $2,230,000 ; imports, 16,000 
tons valued at $638,000. 

Wire rods steel and iron, production 2,779,000 tons; imports, 20,000 . 
tons at $939,000 at 13.67 per cent; exports, 18,000 tons at $883,000. 
The imports are high quality of wire rods for special uses and at a 
much higher price than domestic products. 

Round iron or steel wire, production near 3,000,000 tons in 1925 ; 
imports, $2,178,000 at 25 to 28 per cent; exports, $2,800,000. The 
imports do not compete with the major domestic products, but only 
with special qualities for certain uses. 

Copper wire, production 1925, $85,507,000; imports, $2,367 at 25 
per cent ; this duty should be removed. 

Brass, pro.duction in 1925, $12,227,000; imports of brass wire, 
$1,084 at 25 per cent. Exports copper !'ods, wire, etc., and brass 
and bronze wire, 92,000,000 pounds. 

Insulated wire and cable, production 1925, was $210,617,000; im· 
ports, $17,940 at 35 per cent. Duty should be removed. Exports, 
$5,166,000. The only imports are for special uses and qualities. 

Wire strand and rope, production 1925 was $46,684,000; imports, 
$345,000 at 35 per cent; exports, $1,341,000. This should be on the 
free list. 

Galvanized wire, n. s. p. f., including wire fencing, production, 1925, 
was $27,576,000; imports fencing wire and wire fencing, $59,541 at 
14 per cent.; imports baling wire, $7,478 at 21.68 per cent; exports, 
$606,000. This should be on the free list. 

'l'he imports of woven wire cloth at 25 to 35 per cent are nominal 
and should be free listed. The imports are of the finer cloth alone. 

Forgings and anchors not made in steel works or rolling mills, 
production 1925, was $134,510,000; imports with no alloy steel, $75,500 
at 25 per cent, containing alloy, $9,180 at 33 per cent; imports of 
anchors alone, $30.9 at 25 per cent; exports of forgings, $827,000. 

Electric storage batteries, parts, etc., are 40 per cent ad valorem; 
pt"Oduction of storage batteries and parts, 1925, was $110,000,000; 
imports, $12,208 at 40 per cent; exports, $3,673,000. 

Ball and roller bearings, production 1925 was $100,000,000; imports, 
• 861,000 at 56.62 per cent; exports, $1,800,000. We have mass 
production. 

Steel rails, production, 3,685,000 tons; imports, 34,400 tons at 11,4 
per cent, at 81h per cent. The imports are heavy railroad rails. 
Exports, 177,593 tons at about $43. A little seaboard competition. 
They should be on the free list. 

Axles and ~le blanks, production, $11,500,000 ; imports, $18,318 at 
22.63 per cent. 

Railway wheels, parts, etc., production, 147,700 tons; imports, 1,000 
tons at $84,460 at 24.65 per cent; exports, 18,661 tons. 

Blacksmiths' hammers, tongs, crowbars, etc., imports, $2,106 at 
11.36 per cent. 

Cast-iron pipe, andirons, plates, etc., production of pipe and fittings, 
1,970,000 tons; imports, 68,000 tons at $1,799,000 at 20 per cent; 
exports, 42,600 tons. The only competition is on the seaboard. 

Tubes, pipes, and tanks, production, 1926, 4,177,000 tons; value 
wrought pipe, 1925, $359,000,000; imports, 1.05 per cent of production 
or $4,936,000 at 20.31 per cent; exports, . $26,384,000. 

Chain and chains of all kinds, production, $24,405;'000; imports, 
$242,000 at 47:1A, per cent; exports, $2,512,000. The imports are very 
small specialties. 

Nuts, washers, and bolts, production, 1925, $100,182,000; imports, 
$40,828 at 13.64 per cent; exports, $2,457,000. 

Cut nails and spikes, production, 702,000 kegs or 70,283,000 p~unds; 
imports $46,800 or 2,000,000 pounds at 17.19 per cent; exports, 
2,571,000 pounds at $103,000. The cost of the material is 20 per 
cent higher here than abroad. The manufacture is by machine. 

Horseshoe naiis, production, 16,000,000 pounds ; imports, 236,000 
potmds; at $37,000 at 9~ per cent; exports, 2,415,000 pounds, at 
$!?67,000. 

Wire nails and spikes, production, 1,438,000,000 pounds ; imports, 
9,998,000 pounds; at $237,000 at 17.11 per cent; exports, -22,379,000 
pounds, at $762,000; production value, $55,000,000. 

Tacks, brads, a~d staples, production in 1925, $2,661,000; imports, 
tacks and brads, $4,367 at 15 per cent; of wire staples, $0,900 at 14~ 
per cent; wire nails, etc., $7,131 at 18 per cent; exports, $286,000. 

Horse, mule, and ox shoes, production, 1925, $5,326,000 ; imports, 
$1,754 at 3~ per cent; exports, $90, 700 .. 

Table, household, kitchen, and hospital utensils, production, 
$18,000,000; imports, $230,600 at 49.7 per cent; this relates to enamel 
ware. Imports, bathtubs, etc., $7,105 at 48% per cent. Total exports 
this paragraph, $402,000. 

Aluminum utensils, production, 1927, $28,000,000; imports, $72,100 
at 76 per cent; exports, $565,400. 

Tinware, including that covered with copper, brass, and other metals, 
etc., production, $35,000,000 ; imports, n. s. p. f., at 40 to 60 per cent 
are nominal. 

Crosscut and circular saws, etc., 20 per cent; production, $22,620,000; 
imports, $59,000 ; exports, $1,996,000. There is no competition. 

Steel plates for printing, lithographing, etc., production, $221,709,000; 
imports, about $111,000 at 25 per cent. This, like many others, should 
be on the free list. 

Umbrella hardware, production, near $1,500,000; lmports, $212,000 at 
50 per cent; substantial exports. 

Needles, production, $4,096,000; imports, $258,000 at 56 per cent. 
Saddlery and harness hardware, production, 1925, $6,618,000 ; im

ports, $35,500 at 35 per cent; exports, $214,500. There are no imports 
with any price competition-import prices are higher than domestic. 
Our exports are near six times imports. The duty could be repealed. 

Fountain pens, production. $17,334,000; imports, $4,322 at 87.12 per 
cent; exports, $1,482,000. Imports are a very cheap and worthless 
quality and amount to nothing. Tari1f should be remitted. 

Knives: Pocket knives, production, $5,177,000; i~ports, pocket, prun
ing, and other knives with folding blades, etc., $234,500 at 112.54 per 
cent; corn knives and others and parts, imports, $76,600 at 60 per cent. 

Table, kitchen, and all other sorts of knives and forks, production, 
table cutlery, $6,487,000; imports, table, kitchen, and butchers' cutlery, 
$166,600 at 66:1A, per cent; imports, butchers' and other kniv-es, $15,000 
at 65 per cent; exports, table and kitchen cutlery, $611,000. These 
rates are grossly excessive. 

Nail, barbers', and animal clippers, scissors, shear13, etc., production, 
$4,613,000; imports, scissors, shears, etc., $249,000 at 75 to 110 per 
cent; imports, nail, barbers', and other clippers, $15,500 at 931,4 per 
cent ; total exports, $152,600. These rates are largely excessive. 

Safety razors, etc., production of razors, $40,015,000 ; safety razor 
blades, $38,413,000; imports, $446,000 at 158.86 per cent; imports, 
safety raz-or blades, $285,800 at 175~ per cent; exports, safety razor 
blades, $7,020,000, and $9,862,000 for 1928; exports, safety razors, 
$732,700. Virtually the only imports are a blade from England contain
ing cobalt. 

Surgical instruments and parts, imports, $414,600 at 45 per cent ; 
exports, $:535,500. Thei:e is but slight competition in these surgical 
instruments of the soft-metal class. In fact, we are on an export 
basis. 

Philosophical and scientific instruments, etc., of metal, 40 per cent; 
production, about $10,000,000; imports, $900. This does not include 
drawing, surveying, and other scientific instruments specially enumer
ated. Total exports, $3,129,000. We are on an exporting basis as to 
surveying instruments, electrical instruments, etc. There are a number 
of imports that are not produced in this country. The tariff should 
be removed from them and largely from the first class above. 
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Files, rasps, etc., production, $12,346,000; imports, $27,000 at 34.6 

per cent; exports, $2,804,000. 
Guns, imports, from $600 to $8,000 at 25 per cent. Double barrel, 

breech loading, and repeating guns, rifles, etc., production, $12,559,000; 
imports, $434,009 at 70lh per cent; exports, $1,233,000. · 

Watches and chronometers, production, $46,677,000; imports, about 
20 per cent of production, mainly from Switzerland ; exports, about 3% 
per cent of production or $1,678,000. Some imports are very small and 
expensive watches and not competitive. Labor cost is supposed to be 
about 90 per cent. 

Clocks, etc., production, $33,913,000; imports, $1,680,000, mainly at 
71% per cent; exports, 7.69 per cent of production or $1,542,000. This 
duty is too high. 

Taximeters, production in 1925, $1,000,000; imports, $3,860 at 33 
per cent ; duty based on American selling price. The rate is prohibi
tive. Previous German importers moved their factory to the · United 
States . . 

Automobiles, bodies, and parts, production, $2,537,000,000; imports, 
less than one-tenth of 1 per cent or $1,395,000 at 30.64 per cent; ex
ports, 1928, $500,174,000. We made 90 per cent of all automobiles. 
There is no competition. The duty shouM be repealed. 

Motor cycles, production, $11,384,000; imports, $14,097; duty, 30.35 
per cent; exports, $4,373,000. The tariff should be repealed. 

Airplanes, etc., production, $14,250,000 ; imports, aircraft, $158,300 
at 80 per cent; exports, 1928, $4,664,000. The tariff should be cut to 
10 per cent or out. 

Bicycles, production, $7,457,000; imports, $35,900 at 30 per cent; 
exports, $129,000. 

Steam engines, production, 1925, $24,400,000; imports, $164,700 at 
15 per cent : exports, $5,134,000. 

Locomotives, production, 1925, $50,300,000; imports, 1928, $4,254 at 
15 per cent; exports, $5,326,000. 

Sewing machines, production, $45,221,000 ; imports, $527,000 at 15 
and 30 per cent ; exports, $10',679:ooo. · 

Cash registers, production, $42,326,000; imports, $2,858 at 25 per 
cent; exports, $7,415,000. No imports even when on the free list. 

'Printing presses, production, $36,000,000; imports, $139,500 at 30 
per cent; exports, $6,251,000. Our printing presses superior in con
struction to all others. No real competition. 

Lawn mowers, production in 1925, $8,000,000; imports, $8 at 30 per 
cent; exports, $726,000. 

Machine tools, production, 1925, $91,459,000; lniports, $427,000 at 
30 per cent; exports, 1928, $31,761,000. We export 25 per cent of 
production everywhere. Imports, one-half of 1 per cent. 

Textile machinery, production, $101,000,000; imports, $6,179,000; 
rate, 37%, per cent. We make no hand-made machines nor Shifili. 
These are two of the three kinds of textile machines in use. These 
statistics include lace and embroidery machines. Embroidery machines 
are large, complicated, and expensive, while our domestic demand due to 
change of style is subject to great variations. The result is that we 
do not produce these machines. 

Lace and lace-curtain machines: We produce no large lace machines. 
Imports embroidery and lace machines, $78,000 at 30 per cent. This 
should be repealed. Imports lace-curtain machines, $89,800 at 30 per 
cent. All these are imported. · 

Knitting-machinery production, $14,266,000; imports, $3,427,000, at 
40 per cent. We are without competition as to circular knitting ma
chines. Th.is duty should be repealed. We do not produce the flat 
machines for knitting products other tha.n hosiery ; imports, $356,000, at 
40 per cent. Imports, hosiery machines, $3,642,000, at 40 per cent. 
We undersell Germany as to the more widely used machines. Germany 
excels as to finer-gage weaves, novelties, and fancy effects. This is 
where the imports arise. The tariff could be cut In half as to the bulk. 

Wool carding and spinning machines, production about $5,000,000; 
imports, $454,000, at 35 per cent; exports, $268,000. There is very 
little competition, o~ none at all in some instances. 

Cotton-yarn machinery, imports $401,000, at 35 per cent; exports, 
$1,569,000. Our quality equals that of England and no material differ
ence in cost. 

Silk-yarn machinery, imports $191,000, at 35 per cent; exports, 
$354,000. The tariff could be cut in half. 

Looms and finlsh.ing machinery, production $11,469,000 ; imports, 
nominal; exports, $500,000. We use a different type from Europe and 
this eliminates competition as to cotton looms. Our wool and silk looms 
are considered superior to foreign. Certain looms, such as velvet ribbon, 
are not made here. 

Linen machinery, no domestic production of linen or jute machinery 
of any consequence. It comes from Scotland, England, and elsewhere 
at a rate of 35 per cent. There is no linen weaving in the United States. 

Cream separators, production $8,098,000; imports, $746,000, at 25 
per cent, for those valued at over $50, where the imports are $136,000; 
exports, $429,000. 

Adding md calculating machines, production $51,289,000; exports, 
1928, $12,476,000. 

Addressing and mailing machines, production $12,918,000 _; exports, 
$569,000 in 1928. These machin~ carry 25 per cent. 

The total production of miscellaneous machinery, paragraph 372, in
cluding a long list, for 1925, was $1,438,000,000; exports in 1928, 
$250,496,000. The rate generally is 30 per cent. The imports do not 
exceed $10,500,000. All this should be free listed. 

The imports of electrical machinery are $1,584,000 at 30 per cent; 
exports, $88,958,000; production, $369,879,000. This includes appa
ratus also. 

Internal-combustion engines, p·roduction, 1923, $117,893,000; imports, 
$75,800, at 30 per cent; exports, $10,324,000. This duty should be 
abolished. 

Shovels, spades, scoops, corn knives, etc., production, 1923, $15,841,-
000 ; imports, 1927, $10,000, at 30 per cent; exports, $416,000. 

Aluminum, production, $52,736,000; balance of world production, 
155,000 tons, compared with United States, 76,000 tons. The imports 
are chiefly from our subsidiary in Canada, amounting in 1928 to 
$8,046,000, at 24.12 per cent. Imports, plates, bars, rods, etc., $79,183, 
at 37.24 per cent. Imports, circles, squares, etc., 1928, was $193, at 
16% per cent. The exports are around $6,000,000. Price of aluminum 
ingots has gone from 20 cents a pound in 1922 to 24 cents in 1928. 

Magnesium, production, $441,700; imports, $400, at 61 per cent. 
Antimony, production, 14,396 tons; imports near 10,000 tons of pri

mary and nominal amount of advanced. We produce no antimony from 
ores but about 40 per cent of domestic requirements from dross and 
scrap and import the balance. 

The duty on copper products, including brass and bronze, is prohibi
tive, since we are in a dominating position. 

Dynamite and ()ther explosives, production in 1925, $36,000,000; 
imports, $458, at 6lh per cent; exports, $1,808,000. 

Types, production, $2,683,000; imports, $72,800, at 20 per cent; 
exports, $381,000, or 14 per cent of production. There 1s no compe- · 
tition. 

Duty on nickel oxide should be repealed. 
Bottle caps ()f metal, etc., production, none; duty, 30 to 45 per cent; 

imports, $165,000. 

1\Ir. HAWLEY. l\!r. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. BACHARACH]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog-
nized. for 30 minutes. · 

Mr. -BACHARACH. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I want first to call attention to a statement made 
by my colleague [Mr. HULL of Tennessee] in which he stated 
that the ad valorem rates in the last bill were 55.003 per cent. 
The fact is that the average rates in the present bill are 38 
per cent, and agriculture gets 42 per cent ; and the metal 
schedule, which I propose to discuss this afternoon, gets less 
than 35 per cent. I do n9t believe the minority members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means themselves believe that w'e 
were dominated by big business in the preparation of this par
ticular schedule. If they will listen carefully they will find 
out how the rates were made and how they were arrived at, 
and then, I think, they will be satisfied. If anything at all, 
the manufacturing industries did not receive what they should 
have received in the preparation of this measure. 

In ~o far as this particular schedule is concerned, we tried 
to follow the " Garner" yardstick ; that is, that the imports 
had to amount to more than 5 per cent, and I think in every : 
schedule the amounts have ranged from 10 to 75 per cent. 

I propose to discuss briefly only the items which I consider 
the high spots in the bill. .A I:Qore complete explanation. will 
follow. The first one is 301, the pig-iron schedule, in which 
there was no increase of rates, but we did carry it along on the 
same hasis as the President had announced in his proclamation. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. 'Vill the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BACHARACH. Yes. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. As a matter of fact, in this 

schedule you did not increase the rate 50 per cent, but you 
have written into the schedule the rate which the President 
made and you have given the President the power to boost it 
again. 

l\!r. BACHARACH. We left it at that figure, and I can 
explain it. The imports on pig iron, used for commercial pur
poses, are about 4.3 per cent. The production in this country 
amounts to about 36,000,000 tons, of which 9,000,000 tons
! am using approximate figures without referring to the papers
come into competition with .American production. The imports 
amounted to 4.3 per cent, and as the President had given them 
a 50 per cent rate we considered they were entitled to it and 
gave it to them in that schedule. 

The next is paragraph 304, and in that the imports of hollow 
drill steel amount to about 50 per cent. For that reason in this 
particular schedule we gave them a slight increase on the one 
item. We increased the rate from 1.7 cents per pound to 3 
cents. The importations there come from Sweden. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield again? 
Mr. B.ACIIA.R.ACH. Certainly. 
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Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I want to get this clear. Did you 

not, as a matter of fact, increase the schedule on pig iron 50 
per cent in this bill? 

Mr. BACHARACH. No, sir. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Above what you had provided in 

the previous bill? 
Mr. BACHARACH. That statement is correct, and in the 

meantime the President, by reason of his proclamation, after 
a full investigation by the Tariff Commission, had raised the 
rate to the present rate, which we have left in the bill. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I wanted to get clear what the 
committee did. Is it not true that the committee did increase 
the rate on pig iron 50 per cent? 

Mr. BACHARACH. No, sir; they allowed the rate on pig 
iron to stand. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Just another question. The rate 
on pig iron is not the rate which the previous Congress enacted? 

:Mr. BACHARACH. No, it is not; because under the flexible 
provision ot the act of 1922 the President raised it 50 per cent 
of the original rate. 

Mr. REED of New York. It is the rate made possible by 
that. 

_¥t·. BACHARACH. Certainly; it is exactly the same rate 
as at present in force. 

Mr. FREAR. Based on the report of the Tariff Commission? 
Mr. BACHARACH. Yes. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Just one other question. Did you 

not also preserve in this bill the. power of the President to raise 
this rate another 50 per cent? 

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes; he can raise it another 50 per cent, 
and I hope that if the industry needs it the President will take 
advantage of that. Now, as to steel bars: The imports which 
come into this country in competition with the American indus
try are landed f. o. b. at dock, Philadelphia, at $41.01 per 
long ton, while the price of American steel bars, delivered in 
Philadelphia, is $50.40. So there is quite a little difference, as 
you can observe. These figures are given to us by the Tariff 
Commission, who aided the committee in procuring them. They 
have been working for some little time gathering· this informa
tion and the rates are based on that information, after careful 
investigation by the committee. 

The next paragraph I want to discuss is paragraph 327, which 
is cast-iron pipe. As you know, the cast-iron pipe industry in 
this country has been affected by a great deal of importations 
coming from France. In our examination we found that cast
iron pipe coming into this country at the present time was com
ing in at from 8 to 10 per cent of the total consumption in this 
countr:v. For that reason we increased that rate from 20 per 
cent ad valorem to 30 per cent ad valorem. The price .of the 
French pipe, landed in New York during the year 1928, up until 
November 30, was $33.93, as against American pipe landed m 
New York at a price of $37.11. 

The next paragraph I will take up is 342. I am taking these 
up because I think they are the important ones in the schedules 
and the ones in which changes have been made. That para
graph takes in umbrella hardware. The industry is small, and 
while there is only a couple of million dollars' worth produced 
in this country there are substantial importations and undersell
ing and we deci<led to give them a small increase. 

The next one is· in reference to pens; that is, pens used for 
writing. 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. What is the number of the 
paragraph? 

Mr. BACHARACH. The paragraph is No. 351. 
We increased the rate for the reason that it was shown that 

the competition in this country had increased quite a great deal. 
'l'hey undersell the American market by many cents per gross. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield on that partic
ular? 

.1\fr. BACHARACH. Yes; I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. STAFFORD. What lines of steel pens are imported from 

abroad? I thought Ester brook and Spencerian pens virtually 
had a monopoly on the local market by reason of the diminished 
trade on account of the increase in the use of fountain pens. 

1\1r. BACHARACH. The Esterbrook people are importing the 
entire line. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thought they were manufactured in 
Camden. 

Mr. BACHARACH. Both the Spencerian and the Esterbrook 
plants, I think, are in Camden, but one of them imports and 
imports to themselves and therefore it was very difficult for us 
to get accurate information. Instead of doing like they would 
do in ordinary competition, where they would sell to s<>mebody 
in this country, they can charge the pens to themselves at a 
higher price, and this was the interesting part of the evidence 
that was produced at the hearings. 

The next paragraph is electrical machinery, which is a new 
paragraph. 

There was some discussion the other day by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. McKEOwN] with reference to the rates on 
electrical machinery. .As a matter of fact, all that we have done 
in this particular paragraph is to put electrical machinery in a 
separate paragraph at practically the present rates. Under the 
present law some electrical machinery comes in at 30 per 
cent by reason of customs rulings, and some at 40 per cent. 
We made a new paragraph of the entire thing and made the rate 
40 per cent. 

Next is paragraph 358 with respect to razor blades, which, I 
think, was pretty gen~rally discussed here the other day. 

This [indicatingJ is the steel that comes in and on which we 
have reduced the rate. 

They were assessed as razor blades rather than as strip steel, 
and in this way were brought in at a much higher rate. 

Mr. COLLIER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BACHARACH: I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. COLLIER. , The gentleman has referred to the rate on 

razor blades having teen reduced, · four to five times during the 
debate; was that the only article in the steel schedule that 
was reduced? 

Mr. BACHARACH. No, indeed. 
Mr. COLLIER. On what other· articles did you reduce the 

rate? 
Mr. BACHARACH. On quite a few, and there are some that 

are not changed. I will answer the gentleman in this way : 
Out of the 99 paragraphs in this particular metal schedule, 32 
of them were changed, 29 upward and 3 downward. Three 
different schedules were reduced. 

Mr. COLLIER. I want to ask the gentleman this question, · 
In view of the fact that the press stated some time ago that 
the farming gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Fo&T] had writ
ten the farm bill, although he did not have a farmer in his 
entire constituency, whether the gentleman from Atlantic City, 
who is very much interested in the farmers, is the one who 
took garden and field hoes, rakes, apd pitchforks that here-
tofore have been on the free list for a dozen years or more, 
and put a tariff of 30 per cent on them, and was this done in 
the interest of farm legislation or in accordance with the ideas 
of the gentleman from New Jersey with respect to farm 
relief? 

Mr. BACHARACH. Does the gentleman suppose that these 
rakes and hoes are used only by the farmers? We use them 
quite a little in the cities, and I want to tell the gentleman 
from Mississippi that probably I represent a larger agricul
tural district than the gentleman him'self. We produce and 
sell in my district over $25,000,000 worth of farm products. 
[.Applause.] · 

The next paragraph is No . . 359, relating to surgical instru-
ments. This takes in surgical and dental instruments. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. BACHARACH. I yield. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. What was the gentleman's idea in rais

ing the duty on surgical instruments which are used in the 
6,000 hospitals of this country? 

Mr. BACHARACH. I will tell the gentleman. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. I do not find anything in the report about 

that. 
Mr. BACHARACH. There is a lot about it in the healings. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. I am referring to the report. 
Mr. BACHARACH. It has been so long since that was wr_it

ten that I do not recall about it, but I will say to the gentle
man that this is an industry that was in part created by reason 
of the necessities of the World War. Up to that time we were 
importing practically all our surgical instruments from Ger
many. Of course, by reason of the war the people of this coun
try had to get busy. They did get busy and they established an 
industry that now supplies only a small part of the domestic 
consumption. The evidence all tends to show that Germany 
undersells us over 50 per cent on the average. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Does not the gentleman think it is just 
as necessary for the hospitals to get along as it is for this small 
industry that the gentleman speaks of to get along? 

Mr. BACHARACH. This is not a small industry. It is a key 
industry, absolutely necessary to our national defense. Any key 
industry that is necessary for the protection of American lives 
I do not consider a small industry, and if we allow this industry 
to fall down now, no one knows when we would ever be able 
to 1·eestablish it. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. I would like to ask my colleague another 
question for information, and I want to say for the benefit of the 
Members on this side that I believe the gentleman from New 
Jersey gave as fair consideration to this matter as any member 
of the committee, because he is one of the members that never 

·----
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bas been tariff mad Uke some of them have been. I would like 
to ask the gentleman if this 70 per cent and 60 per cent in 
section 359 refers to surgical instruments that are made out of 
soft metal, because the gentleman will recall the statement that 
we were exporting over four times as many of those surgical 
instruments as we were bringing into the United States. 

Mr. BACHARACH. The exports of surgical and medical in
struments are grouped together. There is competition in the 
soft-metal surgical instruments, but in the hard-metal class there 
is sharp competition, and let me say to you gentlemen that 
there are about 10,000 different kinds of surgical instruments 
used in this country, and our manufacturers can manufactur·e 
any of them just as well as they can be manufactured in any 
country. The gentleman, I know, was present at the hearings 
and I know be heard the witnesses testify; and if there was 
ever a case made out, it was certainly made out by the people 
who are engaged in this particular industry. 

:Mr. COLLIER. Now, may I ask the gentleman another ques
tion? Did not the witnesses testify that we were sending out 
of this country every year over four times as many of these 
surgical instruments as we were bringing into this country, 
and this being the case, what becomes of the patriotic state
ment that we are liable not to have a knife with which to 
operate upon the wounded in case of war? 

Mr. BACHARACH. Here is the information furni_shed by 
the Tariff Commission : They imported into this country in 1928 
a half million dollars' worth of this particular kind and they 
exported about the same amount, but the exports included medi
cal instruments. The gentleman will find that on page 769 of 
the bearings. 

Mr. COLLIER. That was surgical instruments manufactured 
of soft material. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. What is the extent of the industry? 
Mr. BACHARACH. About $2,000,000. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. And you raised t11e duty 35 per cent and 

put that charge on the hospitals of the country for a $2,000,000 
industry? 

Mr. BACHARACH. How often does the gentleman think 
that hospitals have to buy surgical instruments? 

Mr. LINTHlCUM. Well, they buy a good many. 
Mr. BACHARACH. I believe that the American citizens are 

well able and perfectly willing to foster this particular industry. 
:Mr. COLLIER. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. BACHARACH. I yi~d. 
1\Ir. COLLIER. The gentleman bas read something in which 

he stated that about as many surgical instruments came in as 
were exported. My recollection is based on those hearings in 
which we were permitted to participate, and I understood the 
witness to say that there were four times as many. 

:Mr. BACHARACH. Let me say to the gentleman that be 
heard all of the evidence regarding this particular paragraph. 
I was satisfied that my friend from Mississippi was going to 
support the bill. 

The next paragraph is 361-pliers. There is a certain kind 
which is manufactured abroad which comes in competition with 
those manufactured here. There are two different kinds of 
pliers. The evidence shows that imports are coming in of the 
cheaper pliers. For that reason we did increase the rate be
cause the industry in this country was falling behind, and we 
were sati fied from the evidence presented that they were en
titled to the increase that we gave them. 

Mr. COLLIER. I want to ask the gent1ep:1.an another ques
tion. 

Mr. BACHARACH. I yield. 
Mr. COLLIER. As to these cheap pliers, the kind that sold 

for less than 25 cents, you not only put 60 per cent ad valorem 
but in addition you put on a specific duty of 20 cents. · So the 
plier that would sell for less than 25 cents with a 60 per cent 
ad valorem and a 20-cent specific duty would make the pliers 
cost 60 cents. I want to ask if that would equalize the differ
ence in cost of production between here and over yonder? 

Mr. BACHARACH. I will give you some facts that, perhaps, 
the gentleman has forgotten. 

:Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BACHARACH. I yield. 
Mr. GARNER. As I understand the gentleman, you trans

ferred from the basket clau e all items you could find where 
the testimony justified a specific or ad valorem duty? 

Mr. BACHARACH. I would not say that we have done that, 
but we tried to do it. 

Mr. GARNER. And after you got through, bow came you to 
increase the rate from the basket clause? 

Mr. BACHARACH. If the gentleman will have patience, I 
will get to that in the next paragraph. 

Mr. REED of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BACHARACH. I yield. 

Mr. REED of New York. Is it not a fact that the pliers 
which came in from abroad were made to imitate an American 
product and when sold to the people of this counh·y who 
thought they were buying the American production they found 
that they were soft and would break, and that they flooded 
our manufacturers with letters of complaints as to the quality 
of the pliers? 

:Mr. BACHARACH. That is absolutely true. Now, the next 
paragraph is 366, regarding pistols. One reason we raised the 
duty on pistols was to prevent cheap pistols from coming into 
this country. The evidence before us was that the cheap pis
tols being sent here were practically of no value and were 
dangerous to the people who used them. 

Mr. REED of New York. They are an absolute fraud on the 
purchasers, are they not? 

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes; and that is one explanation that I 
give for that. It was not because of any serious importations. 

Mr. CELLER. And was there not a tariff embargo declared 
against pistols also by the President-Spanish pistols? 

Mr. BACHARACH. I do not know. I do not recall it. And 
next I come to discu s paragraph 367, which is the watch sched
ule, and I think perhaps I had better discuss the watch and the 
clock schedules together, as they certainly are akin. This is 
what has occurred in the watch industry particularly. 

Watch movements were imported into this country, and I am 
just using now approximate figures, to the extent of approxi
mately 4,000,000 movements during the last yenr, mostly jew
eled watches; and production of jeweled watches in this coun
try was only about 2,000,000. The importations last year were 
about $15,000,000 and the exports amounted to comparatively 
a small sum, and that mostly in the very cheap watches, and 
not in the full-jeweled watch. We have changed the phrase
ology, and increa ed the rates for the reason that this industry 
needs additional protection. We changed the entire paragraph 
for that particular reason. At the present time there is a 
great deal of fraud. They send in a part of a watch. The 
watch may have three adjustments on it, or it may not have 
any. We have compelled them to mark the number of adjust
ments on the back of the movement, and if they mark it with 
three adjustments, they have to pay for each adjustment, as 
marked. So far as the clock schedule is concerned, a number 
of watch movements were brought in and used for automobile 
clocks, ma.de up, and brought in at the lowest rate. Since the 
last act was passed, I think constantly the customs officials 
have had something to do with clocks and watches in re pect to 
giving new rulings on them. As a matter of fact they would 
send the case by one boat, and the movement by another, orne
times with jewels and sometimes without. I think the vatch 

·and clock indu try is one of the industries badly in need of ad
ditional protection. Plus this additional fact, that, of cour e, 
the foreign manufacturers, particularly of watches, would end 
over any kind of a watch and, once sold, the purchaser would 
not have any redress after buying an unsatisfactory watch. It so 
happened as a matter of fact that two members of our com
mittee had purchased foreign watches, and they were glad to 
vote for an additional duty becau e of the fact that they had 
had personal experience with unsatisfactory watches. I think 
that is entirely warranted. 

Mr. SUl\.INERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

1\lr. BACHARACH. Yes. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Has the policy of protecting the 

American people against inferior articles also entered generally 
into the making of the tariff? 

Mr. BACHARACH. It would, s.o far as I am concerned. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I say, has it? I a k the que lion 

seriously. 
1\fr. BACHARACH. And I am answering the question seri

ously. As far as I am concerned that is true, and I think it 
is true of the members of this committee, where they thou.~ht 
something was being imported into this country for the delib
erate purpose of just selling it, it not having any real value 
at all. I believe the committee felt justified in putting a rate 
on that. 

1\lr. GARNER. I am glad my colleague has asked that ques
tion and that the gentleman has answered it in the way be bus. 
If I understand it, then the idea in this bill is not only to pro
tect the commercial interests but to protect tile intellect of the 
American people against being defrauded by the foreigner. 

Mr. BACHARACH. I would not go so far a to say how 
the committee feels about it. 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman feels that the American in
tellect ought to be protected through the customs ag{;!nts. 

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes; I think the American people should 
be so protected and I think the gentleman from Texas feels 
the same way about it. Paragraph 370 has to do with air-
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planes and motor boats. Two or three years ago when we had 
up one of our revenue bills, you will recall that we put in a 
definition of motor boats. That definition is transferred here, 
because it applies only to the tariff act of 1922. 

The next schedule is the one that the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GARNER] inquired about, and that is the basket clause. 
We took out of the basket clause certain tools where we could 
find them and describe them. As a matter of fact the basket 
clause 398 in the present bill--

Mr. WIDTTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman 
gets to that paragraph will he yield? 

l\Ir. BACHARACH. Certainly. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. For the first time there is a duty on 

some agricultural implements, forks, hoes, and i•akes, in para
graph 373. 

Mr. BACHARACH. A few moments ago I answered the 
gentleman from Mis~issippi [l\Ir. CoLLIER] as to that. 

l\'lr. WHITTINGTON. I was here and heard the answer the 
gentleman gave, but he merely told the gentleman that they had 
put 30 per cent ad valorem on them and gave no reason' for 
doing so. Those are extensively used agricultural implements 
and a duty is put on them for the first time. 

l\Ir. BACHARACH. I do not believe that rakes and hoes are 
used only by farmers. Certainly they did need additional 
protection. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I am asking the gentleman about 
hoes and rakes that are used through the Cotton Belt, and I 
assume they are used extensively in the corn area, and also 
rakes in the hay area. 

l\Ir. BACHARACH. We use them in New Jersey, and I 
thought they were entitled to have the protection of 30 per 
cent. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. And that is the reason that protection 
was put on? 

Mr. BACHARACH. As far as I am personally concerned ; 
yes. In this paragraph 398 there are thousands of items ; I 
do not know how many. I think there are over 1,500 which 

' have been tabulated by the Tariff Commission, and I have a 
· list here of certain things which the testimony indicated need 
· additional protection. 

Commodity 

Electrical devices _______ . ______________ -

Foundry machinery------ -------------
Smal1 tools (carbon steel) _____________ _ 
Bells ____________ ----------------------
Curling irons.-------------------------
Door checks _____ ----------------------
Metal-folding rules. __ -----------------

Gimlets, gimlet bits, and countersinks. 
Hammers ____ ______ -____ --.----------- -

Hand tools ______ ------- ---------------
Hand-woodworking planes ___________ _ 

Hinges and butt hinges _______________ _ 
Lighting equipment_ _________________ _ 
Luggage hardware ____________________ _ 
Manufactures of platinum, gold, or 

silver, n. s. p. f. 
Molder's patterns. __ ------------------
Perfume atomizers _____ ----------- -----
Pipe tools. ___ --------------- ----------
Pipe and chain wrenches. __ ----------
Pocket pencil sharpeners. __ ----------
Precision tools __ --------------------- __ 
Screw drivers ______ ----------------- __ _ 
Sewing thimbles ___ _____ ------------ __ _ 
Shuttle tips _________________ -------- __ _ 
Si1ver-plated hollow ware _____________ _ 
Vises _______________ ------------------_ 
Wire netting _____ ---------------------
Wood chisels ___ ----------------------_ 
Wrenches ____ ------------- -- ----------

_Exist

Page of rl~gof 
hear- duty 
ing (per 

Requested rate of duty 
(per cent) 

2071 { 
2469 
2572 
2576 
2577 
2579 
2582 

2583 
2585 

2587 
2593 

2603 
2617 
2632 
2639 

2639 
2641 
264.2 
2645 
2648 
2651 
2654 
2657 
2657 
2657 
2663 
2668 
2671 
2672 

cent) 

; jg }40 (new paragraph). 
140 

40 60 
40 7D-100. 
40 Increase. 
40 $1 each and 25 per cent. 
40 7 cents per foot and 30 per 

cent. 
40 70. 
40 10 cents each and 60 per 

cent. 
40 Increased compound rates. 
40 15 cents per pound and 30 

per cent. 
40 Increased compound rates. 
40 60. 
40 Increased compound rates. 
60 80. 

40 100. 
40 60. 
40 Increased compound rates. 
40 Do. 
40 Do. 
40 160. 
40 Increased compound rates. 
40 Increase. 
40 60. 

3 40 60. 
40 Increase. 
40 Do. 
40 Increased compound rates. 
40 Do. 

1 Par. 399. 2 Par. 372. sPar. 339. 

The rate was raised from 40 to 50 per cent in one of the 
brackets and from 60 to 65 in the other. It was shown, how
ever, that on many items a rate of 100 per cent would be 
meaningless, because the rate was already adequate. There 
was no use for us to take this paragraph 3!;19 and subdivide it 
entirely. We did take out some things that needed to be 
taken out, like electric-lighting fixtures and certain hand tools, 
and gave them exactly the same rate. 
· Mr. GARNER. As I understand it, one of the . reasons why 
the gentleman did not undertake to take out of the basket 
clause certain articles that appeared there which needed addi-

tional protection was. because to do so they would have to put 
on 100 per cent, and he was ashamed to do that? 

Mr. BACHARACH. No; I was not ashamed. 
M:r. GARNER. But the gentleman's colleagues did not have 

the same conscience that the gentleman did? 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 

Jersey has expired. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 10 

minutes additional. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog- . 

nized for 10 minutes more. 
1\Ir. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. BACHARACH. Yes. 
Mr. STA]j-,FORD. Does the question of scrap material come 

under the purview of the gentleman's subcommittee? 
Mr: BACHARACH. It does. 

· Mr. STAFFORD. Will you kindly inform the committee why 
the duty on scrap iron and scrap steel was raised.? 

1\Ir. BACHARACH. It is because of the compensatory duty. 
This is a compensatory duty, and it was required to allow for 
the duty on tungsten and other metals mentioned in the para
graph. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How do the importations of scrap in . this 
country appear in comparison with--

Mr. BACHARACH. Let me finish this. 
· In 397 are included drills, including breast drills, reamers, 

taps, dies, bits, gimlets, gimlet-bits, countersinks, planes, 
chisels, gouges, and other cutting tools ; pipe tools, wrenches, 
spanners, screw drivers, bit braces, vises, and hammers; cali
pers, rules, and micrometers; all the foregoing, if hand tools 
not provided for in paragraph 352, and parts thereof, wholly 
or in chief value of metal, not specially provided for, 50 per 
cent ad valorem. 

That was the only way we could change it, and when we did 
we tried to assort them. But we had this difficulty in this 
schedule: There were 100 paragraphs in this schedule. We now 
have 99. We cut out one of them. I will insert those figures. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BACHARACH. Yes. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Can you do that without the consent of 

the House? 
Mr. BACHARACH. I could bring in a blackboard without 

the consent of the House. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. I could not bring in a bottle on one occa

sion. [Laughter.] 
· 1\Ir. BACHARACH. That is all right. I want to show that 
one of these is German made and another American made. 
They are exactly the same. The difference in the cost of these 
particular items is this: The German sells in this country at 
$3.50 a gross. The other costs 49 cents a dozen to produce. 
That is why this gets an additional 10 per cent 

l\Ir. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BACHARACH. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. That does not protect the article, then? 
1\Ir. BACHARACH. Not thoroughly. 
l\Ir. GARNER. If that did not give it adequate protection, 

why did you not put it in a different paragraph and give it 
adequate protection? 

Mr. BACHARACH. I thought I told the gentleman that there 
were thousands of items in tllis particular paragraph. If we 
had picked out each one of them we would have had a fine time 
of it. We had about 40 witnesses on this particular schedule, 
and we had an exhibit there of many hardware implements in 
which a case was made out, I think, to the satisfaction of the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes. 
Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. How much will the articles 

you have exhibited here cost the consumer? You have shown 
how much they cost in Germany and how much they cost to 
produce in this country. 

Mr. BACHARACH. On this particular proposition it costs 
29 cents a dozen. That would mean a cent and a half on a 
dozen of them. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. What would the consumer have to pay 
for it? 

Mr. BACHARACH. I say about a cent and a half. 
As a matter of fact, under a protective tariff, if we could 

manufacture goods in this country, we want to see it done. 
In this case there is conclusive evidence that they were trying 
to imitate the American producer. There are lots of these 
particular .matters that we could. present to the committee. 
- Mr. GARNER. The gentleman has .been good enough to tell 
us the things he has increased in this schedule. Will the gentle~ 
man tell us of things on which the duty has been decreased? 
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Mr. BACHARACH. Razor blades is one. 
Mr. GARNER. How many, including the basket clause? 
Mr. BACHARACH. There were 340 different rates, approxi

mately, and the duty was changed on 19 or 20 per cent; that is, 
· in the whole schedule. Of the 99 paragraphs in the sch-edule, 
32 were changed, 3 were reduced, and 29 increased. As to 
several of them, we had to raise them on account of compensa
tory duty. 

Mr. GARNER. That includes about 1,500 items, included in 
399? 

Mr. BACHARACH. There might be 1,500 before we have 
finished with them. In so far as this bill is concerned, and cer
tainly in so far as the industry is concerned in this bill, it does 
not get anywhere near the protection it should have had; not 
in my judgment, by a long way. 

Mr. GARNER. The others besides razor blad-es? Can you 
enumerate them? Are they so insignificant that the gentle
man can not remember wha.t they were? 

Mr. BACHARACH. Probably I can tell you all that have 
been raised without difficulty. I will insert them in the R.looo:sD. 
I am certain that there might be four of them. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
MX.BACHARACH. Ye. 
Mr. CELLER. Is there a -possible chance of reconsidering 

the shoe schedule and putting a tariff on shoes? I come from 
a djstrict where the manufacture of shoes is a major industry. 
I would like to know. 

Mr. BACHARACH. I do not know what the leaders of the 
House will do about it, but in the next few days I presume 
all the Members on both sides will have full information as 
to what the Republican Members have in mind. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, the Fordney-l\1cCumber Act of 1922 bas now 
been in operation almost seven years. It was my privilege, 
as a· memb-er of the Ways and Means Committee, to help in 
the framing of that act, and it is my opinion that the record 
of its operation bas fully justified all the good hopes .and 
predictions that were held out for it at the time of its enact
ment, while, to the contrary, it has completely · weath-ered all 
of the direful things that were predicted for it by its opponents. 

The conditions under which we are now called upon to 
consider tariff legislation are entirely different from those 
which obtained at the time of th-e enactment of the Fordn-ey-
1\:lcCumber Act. 

Then we were confronted with the task of translating a 
low tariff law into a high or protective tariff law. Now we 
have but · the duty of readjusting a limited number of rates 
of that protective tariff law to meet certain economic changes 
and conditions which have occurred since the adoption of the 
act of 1922. · 

On the whole, however, I believe that it is the feeling that 
with but some few exceptions in both the ftgrieultural and 
industrial schedules the Fordney-McCumber tariff law has been 
generally sati factory and that it has accomplished pradkally 
everything that it was claimed it would accomplish. 

Under it our foreign co.rn..nrerce has continued to expand, 
and there has been an increased growth in our imports and 
exports. Our exports for 1928 totaled $5,029,682,000, while 
our imports were $4,091,120,000, showing a balance of trade 
in our favor of $938,582,000, an increase of more than $364,-
000,000 over 1927. Our customs receipts have run as high as 
$600,000,000 per year, and the increased revenue from that 
source has helped to thrir.e reduce Federal taxes. 

To an industrial nation like ours our foreign trade is of vital 
concern. Our prosperity is largely influenced by the prosperity 
of those nations with whom we carTy on trade. That part of 
our production which we export may be translated as being the 
difference between employment and unemployment, between 
prosperity and depression. To carry on this favorable foreign 
trade which is so necessary ·to our prosperity and development 
we must exercise care that we do not do that which will retard 
the natural inward flow of goods by which our foreign customers 
can pay in kind for the things which they have purchased from 
us. The good will of all nations · is n~ssary for our material 
prosperity. 

It is no easy matter to frame a tariff bill. I am a firm be
liever in the principle of a protecti:ve tariff, but I am not an 
exclusionist. I am frank to say that in my opinion a number 
of industries are -entitled to better consideration than is ac
corded to them in this bill. However, like all other legislation, 
a tariff bill is bound to be a matter of compromise. The Ways 
and .Means Committee has been continuously at work since 
the first of the year in the preparation of the bill which is now 
offered for your consideration. Two months of that time was 
spent in holding public be~ngs for the pm·po.se of getting all 

possible and available information tlia.t would be helpful to the 
committee in arriving at satisfactory conclusions. -

We heard about 1,100 witnesses while as many more who did 
not appear in person filed written briefs covering their industries 
and commodities. The information which they gave to the com
mittee, taken in conjunction with the facts that were furnished 
by the experts of the Tariff Commission, forms the basis upon 
which your committee acted in making changes in both classi
fications and rat~ and in the administrative provisions of the 
bill. 

Of course, there have been som-e disappointments in the rates 
carried in the bill; it is inherently impossible to enact a tariff 
law which will be universally satisfactory to the many diver
sified interests affected by it. I am sure that it will not please 
all of the witnesses who appeared before our committee, and it 
will not please all of the Members of this House, many <>f whom 
have been most assiduous in the interest of their districts and 
th-eir constituents. 

I was chairman of the subcommittee to which was assigned 
Scheflule No. 3, known a,s the metals schedule, a very impor
tant schedule. 
It provides for an enormous number of commodities, ranging 

from crude ores to the most delicate and complicated mecha
nisms which may be fabricated from meta.IB. Many of the 
products are unrelated, and the diversification of production and 
distribution methods and of competitive conditions is extreme. 
On the whole the commodities provided for in this schedule are 
supplied to the domestic market largely by domestic manu
facturers, and some lines are on a substantial export basis. 
Some individual products and groups of commodities have, how
ever, suffered severe and increasing competition from abroad 
since 1922, and to these articles the attention of the committee 
was particularly directed. 

Schedule 3 of the act of 1922 contains 100 paragraphs and 
291 brackets or separate rates of duty. Witnesses appearing 
before the committee requested changes on nearly 70 paragraph . 
The committee has made changes in b-racketing, phraseology, 
and rates, so that the schedule in the bill contain 99 paragraphs 
and 340 ratea. The rate changes affect 32 paragraphs. About 
20 per cent of the total number of rates in the bill represent 
changes in amount of duty from the rates in the act -of 1922. 
There are three decreases in rates. Most of the increa es affect 
products of minor importance and are small in amount. In the 
cases, however, of surgical and dental ip.struments, pliers, and 
watches and clocks, substantial increases are required on ac
count of the great differences in cost of production or selling 
prices here and abroad. 

During the period 1.925 to 1927 imports of the metal group 
were about 9 per cent by value of the total imports into the 
United States. They amounted to about $370,000,000 per year. 
Of this amount about 64: per cent, or $237,000,000, was admitted 
free of duty. These nondutiable met31 commodities consisted 
to the extent of about 95 per cent of ores and crude metaLs of 
tin, copper, and precious metals. The dutiable met.'l.l commodi
ties, valued at $133,000,000 per year, likewise constituted about 
9 per cent of the total dutiable imiJ()rts of all kind . 

The rates of duty in Schedule 3 are not excessive as compared 
with other schedules. The equivalent ad valorem rate on all 
dutiable metal products was 34.25 per cent, as compared with 
a rate of 38.57 per cent for dutiable articles of all kinds during 
the same period. 

Although striking advances have been made in manufacturing 
methods and in technology and a considerable . number of new 
products have appeared, compreheru;ive revision was found to be 
unnecessary. For example, the scope of the phraseology pro
vided in the act of 1922 on alloys was substantially broad~ncd 
on account of the many new devel-opments and the increasing 
importance of such products. 1 

Every effort was made to clarify the intent of the act by giv- 1 

ing specific classifications to many pr-oducts not heretofore men
tioned, and particularly to those which ha-ve been the subject of 
litigation and have been classified by court or Treasury deci
sions. 

It was fu11Ild advisable to make some rearrangements in the ' 
schedule. Three paragraphs, those providing for fountain pens, 
mechanical pencils, penholders, and fishing tackle, were trans- , 
ferred to the sundries sch-edule. Two paragraphs providing for 
fulminates and high explosives were transferred to the chemi
cal schedule. The paragraph on cabinet locks was transferred 
from the sundries to the metal schedule without change of rates 
or phraseology. New paragraphs have been pr.ovided for phos
phor coppe1·, illuminating fixtures and lamps, hand tools, and 
electrical products. The paragraph providing for silver leaf 
was cowbined. with tllat providing for gold leaf, and a few para-
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graphs toward the end of the schedule were renumbered to fill I assessed on plain steel bars in paragraph 304. As such imported 
gaps made by transfers. reinforcing bars have consistently undersold the competing do-

moN AND sTEEL' mestic articles, the product was mentioned by name under para-
The manufacture of iron and steel constitutes .one of the most graph 304, where the rate will be three-tenths of 1 cent per 

important industries in the United States. The total production pound. 
of iron and steel products at the present time is valued at about Imports of cast-iron pipe have become an important factor 
$3,000,000,000 a year. Approximately 360,000 persons are em- in the domestic market in recent years, and amounted in 1928 
ployed. The domestic production of steel (about 51,650,000 tons to $1,789,732. The imported pipe, largely from France, has 
during 1928) constitutes about 43 per cent of the world's output. the advantage of production at a low cost in a J!Ompletely 
The industry has developed throughout the history of the integrated plant and the benefit of relatively low transporta
Nation and is now considered, as a whole, highly efficient and tion costs to the seaboard m-arkets .of the United States. The 
on a sound economic basis. Although profits have been low dur- ratio of imports to domestic production was slightly over 6 
ing recent years, they show a tendency to increase. per cent in 1927, and the effect of the low prices at which the 

There are, howeT'er, some maladjustments of classification product is sold is serious. The rate on such pipe has been 
and rates, and since 1922 there have been advances in metal- increased from 20 to 30 per cent. 
lurgical practice and changes in economic conditions of the in- The phra-seology in the iron and steel schedule has been 
dustry which prompted careful consideration from a tariff changed only where necessary to (1) minimize the incentive 
standpoint. The advantages which European producers of iron toward litigation, (2) clarify the intent of Congress, (3) insure 
·and steel enjoy as a result of low costs tor labor and transporta- the assessment of the alloy metals at the proper rates of duty, 
tion have been accentuated since the war by the modernization ( 4) mention new products, such as sponge iron, by name, and 
of many old plants, the building of new plants, the general adop- (5) to provide specifically for pr.oducts which have been the 
tion of more effici-ent methods of operation, and t11e organization subject of litigation, or which have been imported in such 
of many producing units into cartels. A few domestic iron and quantities as to warrant increases in rates. The changes intro
steel products meet severe competition, particularly along the duced are designed to more nearly equalize competitive oppor
seaboards, and it has developed that some rates are not in line tunity, particularly in markets near seaboard, and to adjust 
with the general rate structure applying to iron and steel prod- certain rates which are now inconsistent. The adjustments do 
ucts. Consequently the readjustments indicated below have not affect the great bulk of the trade in iron and steel products. 
been made with a T'ieW toward mitigating existing inequalities ALLOYING MATERIALS IN ORE, ALLOYS, AND ALLOYED PRODUCTS 

in competition, without materially affecting the general level of The alloys and alloy metals provided for in paragraph 302 
rates imposed by the schedule. are mostly intermediate products which are used in metallurgy 

The domestic manufacture of iron in pigs-paragraph 301- to produce other alloys and numerous special steels. Most of 
with which the imported product comes into direct competition is the group are rare and costly metals and alloys almost un
a declining industry. United States production of iron in pigs known to the general public, but never the less of vital 
has declined from 9,523,855 tons in 1913 to 7,723,676 tons in 1928. importance. 
More than one-half of the merchant blast furnaces are idle. The use of alloys has expanded considerably and new alloys 
Imports were 132,568 tons in 1927 and 140,694 tons in 1928. The have been developed since 1922. The structure of the tariff 
rate of $1.12'% per ton proclaimed by the President has been rates on alloys in the act of 1922 involved the relationship 
incorporated. existing between the content of the alloy material in the ore, 

Paragraph 301 also provides for scrap of iron or steel and its in the alloy, and in the finished alloyed product. Changes in 
phraseology was revised to provide for the assessment of addi- basic rate would therefore ordinarily involve corresponding 
tiona! duties on alloy metals contained in such scrap in line with changes in the related rates. The only change found necessary 
duties on alloys in other paragraphs. Tungsten steel scrap, in the rates of duty on the ores from which alloying metals are 
worth about 6 cents per pound in Europe, has been imported in produced is in the rate on tungsten ore. A small increase in 
substantial quantities at the same rate of duty as ordinary steel this rate is advisable in view of the difference in cost of pro
scrap, which is obtainable at less than 1 cent per pound in the duction here and abroad-as tentatively determined by the 
United States. Tariff Commission-and the large ratio of imports to domestic 

Sponge, or granular iron, which is made by the low tempera- production. Advances in metallurgical practice have been 
ture reduction of iron ore, is a comparatively new product in such as to obviate the necessity for corresponding changes in 
the United States, and is not specifically mentioned in the pres- the rates on tungsten alloys. 
ent act. As it is somewhat similar in use and value to that of In regard to alloys in general, various products not mentioned 
muck bars, phraseology descriptive of this commodity has been by name in former acts but included t.o some extent under general 
introduced in paragraph 303. The phraseology was also changed phraseology are of growing importance due to the availability of 
to include small pieces of muck bars manufactured for use in the electric furnace for their manufacture. Others are of similar 
making steel and heretofore dutiable as scrap iron. possible use but still in the laboratory or research stage. Such 

Concrete reinforcing bars are mentioned by name at the rate alloys have been mentioned by name or description in the new 
originally assessed in paragraph &04. phraseology and have been included either at the rates they 

Paragraph 305 of the present act provides cumulative duties would presumably have taken under the previous act or at the 
on all alloy steels and additional duties on certain alloying same rate given to similar previously mentioned products. The 
materials in excess of stated amounts in such steels. In order principal alloys affected are those used in ~ manufacture of 
to carry out the established policy of special tariff treatment high-grade alloyed steel. 
for alloy steels, the provisions have been expended in this bill The alloy content of various metal products bas undergone 
to embrace the entire range of alloy materials and the products changes due to developments in the industry. To meet these 
of which they are important components, and the minimum conditions the limiting dutiable alloy content has been newly 
dutiable alloy content has been altered in conformity with pres- defined in the present draft, and care has been taken to har
ent metallurgical practice. The act of 1922 provides only for monize this limiting content in the various paragraphs which 
alloy contained in steel. Recently, however, alloys contained apply to alloyed products. The new phraseology regarding alloy 
in iron, such as stainless iron, are of increasing importance. content now applies equally in the paragraphs on pig iron and 
The phraseology of the present bill has accordingly been changed scrap, wrought iron, rolling-mill products, forgings, and certain 
to provide for alloys contained in iron. Provision has been made castings and tools. 
also for assessing higher rates of duty on chromium or vanadium Confusion has arisen in the administration of the act of 1922 
contained in steel or iron because of the growing industrial regarding the classification of certain comparatively rare ele
impoiiance of such steels and irons, and because of pressure on ments which are generally classed as metals. Since they were 
domestic markets from foreign s.ources. The rates are compen- not formerly mentioned by name, classification was justified 
satory for the rates on chromium and vanadium provided in either in the free list as metals unwrought or in the chemical 
paragraph 302. schedule as elements at 25 per cent ad valorem. Collectively 

Hollow drill steel, a high-priced product, is imported from their uses appear to group them with metals rather than ch~m
Sweden to the extent of about one-third or more of the domes- icals, and their production involves a high degree of manufac
tic consumption. Consequently this product was specifically turing and refining. Accordingly they and their alloys have 
mentioned in paragraph 304, and the rate was increased. been specifically named or described and included among other 

Imports under paragraph 312, " structural shapes," have in- similar metals at the existing rate of 25 per cent ad valorem. 
Creased from $131,669 in 1919 to $5,377,129 in 1928, and eon- NONFERROUS ORES A.ND METALS 

stitute the bulk of the rolled steel imported. About 99 per cent This group as a whole has called for almost no alteration in 
of imports under the paragraph consist of structural shapes, con- rates. Changes in the paragraph on miscellaneous alloys (302) 
crete reinforcement bars, and sheet piling. The rate now in have necessitated changes in the phraseology in the paragraphs 
effect is one-fifth of 1 cent per pound, a lower rate than is on aluminum and nickel. The provision for smelter wastage 
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in ore imported for smelting and refining in bond has been 
extended to make nondutiable the nonrecovered lead in copper, 
gold, or silver ores, and the nonrecovered 'zinc in lead or copper 
ores. 

Three minor products whose classification has been the sub
ject of administrative or judicial decisions have been named 
specifically: Phosphor copper, m~ed in metallurgical operations, 
has been given a rate of duty commensurate with the apparent 
advantage enjoyed by foreign manufacture; lead flue dust, used 
for its lead content, has been included at the rate provided for 
lead ore and matte; and zinc dross, another recoverable waste 
product, bas been included at the rate provided for scrap zinc. 

WATCHES AND CLOCKS 

The group of industries making watches, clocks, and allied 
products in the United States had its beginning about 1809 and 
bas developed steadily until it now employs about $150,000,000 
in capital, 25,000 wage earners, and its production amounts to 
about $80,000,000 per year. 

Since 1922 these industries, which have a high reputation for 
efficiency and the excellence of their products, have not partici
pated in the general prosperity and progress. 

A far-reaching demand began during the World War, when 
the wearing of wrist watches by men became popular. After the 
war the demand for these small watches increased rapidly and 
extended to small watches of the bracelet type for ladies. This 
change has resulted in a larger market for watches in the United 
States, particularly those of medium price. 

Imports under the tariff act of 1922 of watches and clocks, 
particularly of medium-priced watches, have more than 
doubled, and in 1927 the foreign value of such imports was 
equal to 22 per cent of the entire domestic production, while 
only 4 per cent of the domestic production was exported. The 
quautity of imports bears an unknown but much higher ratio 
to domestic production. Imports of watches cover the entire 
field of production but are more numerous in the wrist watches 
of medium and low price. Imports of clocks are diversified, 
but the most noteworthy items are small clocks for household 
and automobile use, many of which contain watch movements. 
The spread between the foreign factory prices of imported 
watches and clocks and the factory prices at which such articles 
are sold in the United States is often equal to several hundred 
per cent of the foreign prices. As a result of the competition 
from low-priced imported timepieces the manufacture of some 
lines, such as very small ladies' watches, has been abandoned 
in the United States. It is estimated that there are now more 
imported jeweled watches sold in the United States than there 
are jeweled watches of domestic manufacture. 

As a result of the phraseology and relation of rates in the 
present act, it is possible to import incomplete mechanisms at a 
substantially lower duty than would apply to complete mecha
nisms and thus obtain a commercial advantage. It is also 
possible to .evade the payment of duties by the use of sub
stitutes for certain jewels, and to place misleading marking upon 
the mechanisms, or to so mark the complete product that the 
consumer may be deceived as to the quality and origin of the 
article. It is also possible to import certain types of clocks as 
watches and certain types of watch mechanisms as clocks for 
the purpose of obtaining the lowest rate of duty. 

The paragraphs on watches and clocks have been redrafted 
to (1) provide classifications which will cover the entire range 
of products manufactured by these industties with rates of 
duty adjusted to the relative severity of competition in the 
various articles and to the variations in costs of production, (2) 
prevent, in so far as is possible, evasions of duty, (3) the im
portation of merchandise tending to mislead the consumer, ( 4) 
equalize the competitive opportunity of importing complete 
mechanisms with that of importing parts for assembly in the 
United States, and (5) equalize the competitive opportunity of 
various kinds and grades of products classified in these two 
I)aragraphs. 

The new classifications for watches depend solely upon the 
physical characteristics of the mechanisms. The rates are ad
justed according to the size of the mechanisms as the advan
tage of the imported product varies inversely with the size of 
the mechanism. Duties are added to the base rates for each 
jewel and for each adjustment of the mechanism to Insure pro
portional duties on higher grade products. Over the two para
graphs the rates have been increased on an average of about 
50 per cent, the rates on some items h~ving been reduced, and 
on others, where competition is most severe, rates having been 
doubled. Classification of pe.st imports in sufficient detail to 
permit the estimation of probable ad valorem equivalents under 
the new system is impossible. 

PISTOLS AND REVOLVERS 

It became apparent during the World War that the main re
liance of the Goyernment for the arms requit:e<l for a majo!" 

military emergency must be upon the private makers of such 
arms, with their staffs of highly trained workers and their me
chanical equipment. Consequently it is necessary for the na
tional d_efense that the arms industry be maintained on a basis 
that will encourage normal expansion in time of peace. 

Pistols and revolvers are made in two general classes: One 
group of firms makes a high-dass, expens_ive product; the other 
group, arms of a lower grade and price. Imported pistols and 
revolvers compete in both classes, but more severely in lower 
grades. Arms of the latter type are made abroad in large num
bers; an entire town in Spain is devoted almost wholly to the 
indush·y. Many of these pistols are not only of low grade but 
are constructed of iron instead of the forged steel used by all 
domestic makers. Such arms are a source of danger to the user. 
The specific duty on arms valued at not over $4 each bas been 
increased from $1.25 to $2 to restrict importation of poorly 
made and dangerous products, which compete with the products 
of an industry necessary to the safety of the Nation. The 
phraseology has also been changed to insure the proper classifica
tion of revolvers and single-shot pistols. 

ELECTRICAL MACHINERY AND APPARATUS 

The products of this important group of industries are now 
dutiable under two paragraphs. Transformers, wiring devices, 
control apparatus, and the like are assessed at 40 per cent as 
manufactures of metal not specifically provided for, whereas 
generators and motors, which are more expensive and difficult 
to manufacture and more susceptible to competition, are assessed 
at only 30 per cent as machines not specifically provided for 
under paragraph 372. Furthermore, litigation over the meaning 
of the term machine as applied to electrical equipment has re
sulted in transferring some products to the machinery paragraph 
and leaving similar products classified under paragraph 399. 

The industry is of such importance that separate classification 
of its products is warranted, if only for the purpose of securing 
adequate statistical information. Imports have been increasing 
under the tariff act of 1922 and amounted to approximately 
$1,500,000 in 1928. The new paragraph groups the products of 
the industry according to use and is designed to exclude from 
the paragraph all ru·ticles and parts of articles not in chief 
value of metal, thus insuring classification of such articles as 
condenser plates of mica, porcelain insulators, and the like, at 
the rates intended by Congress. 

The domestic electrical industry is characterized by large 
and highly organized units and in Europe there have grown 
up large organizaticms, developed along similar lines, some of 
which establishments are actively competing in United States 
markets. 

Allied to the electrical industry is the manufacture of light
ing fixtures and portable lamps. Although the cheaper grades 
of fixtures can be made in standard types in considerable num
bers, yet the better grades ·are not adapted to such methods, 
and the design and production of the large and expensive fix
tures used in hotels and other public buildings is more of an 
art than a manufacturing business, and requires a great amount 
of hand work. Attempts ·have been made to enter lighting 
fixtures at 20 per cent, as electric incandeS"cent lamps. 

In order to provide adequate statistics and to eliminate the 
tendency to litigation, this paragraph .has been written, provid
ing for metallic fixtures the same rates of duty as those in the 
basket clause, where they are now classified. 

SURGlCAL AND DENTAL INSTRUMENTS 

Outstanding among American industries suffering from for
eign competition are those producing surgical and dental in
struments: Before the ·world War the United States obtained 
the bulk of its suegieal instruments from Germany. When im
ports were shut off in 1914 considerable development took place 
in this country, but the need of adequate production facilities 
during the latter years of the war was still keenly felt. Since 
the war, and particularly since 1924, imports of surgical in
struments have increased with a resultant decrease of domestic 
production. The number of domestic plants has been reduced 
to a few relatively small establishments engaged largely in 
the manufacture of specialties, soft-metal instruments, and in 
repair work. 

Germany manufactures on a mass production basis for a 
world market and at th€ present time supplies about nine
tenths of the steel instruments and approximately half the 
instruments made of nonfe1Tous metals which are consumed in 
the United States. Certain classes of dental instruments, sueh 
as burrs and handpieces, are also imported in substantial quan
tities, and imports have increased steadily since 1922. 

Some domestic producers now import instruments in order 
to supply their customers with articles which they can not 
produce profitably. · 

Price studies made by the Tariff Commission indicate that 
there ~ i!: sp~~d between the foreign and domestic prices of 

I 
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representative instrumenfs·ranging from nearly 100 to over 300 
per cent of the foreign price on surgical instruments and from 
about 80 to over 800 per cent on dental instruments. Some of the 
imported dental instruments are, however, of inferior quality. 
To partially equalize these differences, and with a view to the 
maintenance of an industry which is essential to the welfare of 
the Nation and adequate for a national emergency, the rate on 
surgical instruments was increased from 45 to 70 per cent ad 
valorem and on dental instruments from 35 to 60 per cent ad 
valorem. Certain instruments not previously mentioned, and 
with respect to which there were specific requests for special 
treatment, ha-ve been mentioned by- name. 

DECORATIVE METAL PRODUCTS 

Serious competition has developed in certain branches of this 
group of industries. Imports of aluminum foil incr~ased over 
fifty tin1es by 1928, as compared with imports during 1923. Two 
new products have been developed since 1922, namely, metal 
powder in the form of leaf-oeser foil-and meta_.llic decorative 
material mounted on a backing. New rates have been adopted 
for aluminum foil and mounted decorative metal to meet the 
increased competition from imports. The rate proclaimed by 
the President on gold leaf has been incorporated. The former 
paragraph on silver leaf bas been combined with that on gold 
leaf without change of rate. 

HARDWARE AND TOOLS 

The group of industries producing hardware and tools is 
on the whole in a satisfactory condition. There are numerous 
establishments that manufacture thousands of different items 
on a mass production basis. Most of such establishments are 
reasonably prosperous. There are also many establishments 
manufacturing specialties, efficiently and at a low cost, but in 
relatively small quantities. Individual items in this group of 
products, particularly mechanics' tools, anvils, chains, hand farm 
tools, and miscellaneous hardware, are suffering from foreign 
competition and increased rates have accordingly been provided. 

The committee received requests for changes in rates of duty 
on about 30 items in this group, ':lllOSt of them now dutiable 
under paragraph 399. Some of the industries concern~, notably 
that manufacturing anvils, have decUned since the passage of 
the present act, the domestic requirements being largely supplied 
by imports. 

Many mechanics' tools and items of hardware are sold to an 
increasing extent in hardware and chain stores, the imported 
products often being obtainable at much lower prices than are 
the comparable domestic articles. A notable example is pliers, 
the demand for the cheaper qualities of which is supplied to the 
extent of about 50 per cent by the imported product. The aver
age foreign value of imported pliers in 1928 was 14.4 cents, 
whereas the lowest-grade pliers manufactured in the United 
States can seldom be sold as low as 30 cents. 

The rate of duty on band farm tools, paragraph 373, remains 
unchanged at 40 per cent ad valorem. 

MISCELLANEOUS MANUFACTURES OF METAL AND SPECIALTIES 

This group of products comprises for the most part the 
output of comparatively small industries, some of which 111anu
facture in great variety. Those items of particular note respect
ing which the present bill provides reclassification or increases 
in rates, or both, are wire rope, wire cloth, umbrella hardware, 
metal kitchen utensils, print rollers, buckles, tacks, pens, print
ers' type, and needles. 

Wire rope, such as is used for elevator and other hoisting 
cable, is imported in substantial amounts. The rope imported 
is in some instances of inferior grade and dangerous, especially 
where human life is dependent upon quality. Imported wire 
rope is now selling in the United States at from $2 to $10 per 
hundred feet or about 25 to 30 per cent under the lowest price 
at which the domestic product can be sold. Imports are equal 
to about 81;2 per cent of domestic production, while exports 
amount to only slightly over 3 per cent. These considerations 
walTant the increase from 35 to 40 per cent. 

The manufacture of wire cloth with meshes finer than 30 per 
linear inch requires a high degree of skill and the use of expen
sive equipment. Imports are substantial, particularly in the 
fine grades, and such imports are sold at. lower prices than are 
comparable products of domestic production. In some instances 
the differential in price has ranged up to 450 per cent of the 
price of the foreign product and credit terms are granted, par
ticularly on wire cloth used in paper making, which give a 
substantial additional advantage. An increase of rates on the 
finer grades of wire cloth has been made and a reclassification 
provided with increased rates on wire cloth tlSed in paper 
making, which is now imported, by authority of Treasury 
decision as parts of machinery under paragraph 372 at 30 per 
cent. 

Umbrella hardware is manufactured in the United States in 
8 or 10 establishments now producing a yearly' output somewhat I 
below $2,000,000 dollars in value, of which about 65 per cent is I 
labor cost. There is evidence that the industry is now oper- 1 
ating at a loss. Imports, mostly from Germany, are estimated I 
to equal about 15 per cent of domestic production and are in
creasing. The imported product is sold in the United States at 
prices which can not be met by the domestic producer. The 1 

incr~ase in duty is intended to partially equalize the existing 1 

differences in costs and prices. ' 
Table, ·household, and kitchen utensils plated "-itb precious . 

metals have been classified with utensils made of base metal at ' 
a lower rate of duty than that assessed in paragraph 399 on i 
related articles made by the same industries. A bracket bas 
been added to paragraph 339 including such utensils plated with 
gold or platinum at 65 per cent and silver-plated utensils at 50 
per cent. 

Print rollers pro-vided for in paragraph 396, although the 
subject of an increased rate proclaimed by the Presiden~ have 
since the proclamation been classified under court decisions as 
parts of machines taking. a rate of 30 per cent ad valorem, as 
have engravethrollers made entirely of metal. The paragraph 
bas been reworded to insure the classification thereunder of all 
rollers and blocks used for printing, and the rate of duty pro
claimed by the President has been confined to print rollers 
with raised patterns of brass or brass and felt. 

A bracket has been added to paragraph 331 provided for up
holsterers' nails, thumb tacks, and chair glides made of two or 
more pieces of iron or steel. The rates in this paragraph are 
much lower than those on most of the small finished metal prod
ucts and have proven inadequate to prevent destructive compe
tition in the articles newly provided for. The United States 
prices on the imported articles are now from one-third to one
half the prices of the domestic products. 

Similar situations were found to exist with respect to 
metallic pens, the rates on which have been increased and 
a bracket provided to include new products; printers' type, 
the imports of which from Europe are increasing; and on 
certain kinds of needles which are imported in considerable 
quantities and sold at prices which domestic manufacturers 
can not meet. 

High-priced ornamental shoe buckles have, under court and 
Treasury decisions, been classified under paragraph 346, which 
was intended to cover only utilitarian articles. The paragraph 
has been limited to articles valued at not over $1.66% per 
hundred, thus relegating decorative buckles to paragraph 1428. 
The same conditions prevail with respect to snap fasteners, 
paragraph 348, and the same adjustment was made. 

The changes in the administrative provisions of the present 
law, as carried in this bill, are most important. The amend· 
ments suggested to the "flexible" provision of the present act 
are far-reaching in their effects and will afford a means of 
relief-for those industries which feel that they have not been 
adequately provided for in this new bill when it becomes a 
law. The changes proposed, in my opinion, will put real 
teeth in the "flexible " provision and will enable the Presi
dent and the Tariff Commission to function as it was intended 
they should function but found it impossible to so do under 
the present law. It so broadens the authority Of the com
mission, acting under the instructions of the President that 
it is expected it will enable the President to render a d~ision 
on an application for relief within a period of a few months 
where it now takes anywhere from two to three years o~ 
longer to get a decision. As a matter of fact, the changes 
which are suggested in the administrative features of the bill 
are aU in the interest of better service to the American 
producer. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes' to the. gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. · 

l\1r. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman and members of the com
mittee, after the wonderful addresses which have been made 
here to-day by members of the Ways and Means Committee 
who have made a thorough study of this subject and for tbre~ 
months have listened to witnesses touching upon the 10,000 items 
contained in this bill, it can hardly be expected of me to measure 
up to their standard of knowledge upon this subject. 

The old saying, however, that" silence gives consent" prompts 
me as a Democrat, who does not believe in burdening the con
sumers of ~e country unnecessarily and for nonrevenue pur
poses, to say that I a.m. opposed to this bill and to the items of 
increase contained therein. It is totally unnecessary at this 
time and reprehensible in every way. 
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I can remember further bacli perhaps than a great many men 

in this House, yet there are those who can remember just as far 
and some farther back than I can. Tllere was a time within 
my mBmory when the father made the living for the fall:lilY, 
sons often helping him out. The women folk remained at home 
looking after the family matters and the household, and there 
was contentment and happine s. To-day, however, the whole 
economic condition has changed. The daughters must seek em
ployment, and often the wives and mothers are engaged in work 
away from the home, which demonstrates very clearly that it 
requires the combined. efforts of a family to maintain itself. 
This situation is largely brought about by the b·emendous in
crease in the cost of living, and this high cost of living emanates 
from the protective, o1· I might say prohibitive, tariff which the 
Republican Party has placed upon the necessaries of life. 

We had hoped that with modern machinery, and its mass 
production, the cost of living would have been .much less than 
under the old method. I had hoped that Congress might see fit 
to decrease the tariff upon many articles of food products in the 
interest of the consumer, which I believe would likewise redound 
to the interest of the farmers. 

I understood when this special session was called that we 
were meeting for the purpose of "farm relief." It never oc
curred to me that we were here to revise the entire tariff sched
ule in a bill comprised of 460 pages covering at least 10,000 
Items. When Congress passed the farm relief bill, creating 
cooperative associations, and establishing a revolving fund of 
$500,000,000, I thought that we would then revise downward the 
tariff upon those things which affected the farmer. I certainly 
did not have the remotest idea that the Republicans intended to 
help the farmer with the left hand in a relief measure and then 
grasp him, as it were, by the throat by increasing in a tariff 
bill his cost of living, and the cost of the implements with 
which he works, to bring to fruition his crops. Why, this tariff 
bill will cost him far more than we can even hope to relieve 
him by the farm relief bill which was passed. 

SUGAR 

Take the sugar schedule for instance-perhaps the most 
reprehensible one in the entire bill: In that schedule we in
crease the burden upon the sugar consumers of the land by not 
less than $200,000,000, and this, mind you, is in addition to 
the burden of $190,000,000 which Congress placed upon sugar 
consumers under the Fordney-McCumber tariff bill passed in 
1922, making a total tariff increaS€ to the consumer within the 
last 7 years of around $400,000,000. Why is this done? When 
85 per cent of all the sugar we use is produced in the Philip
pines, Hawaii, Porto Rico, and Cuba, the other 15 per cent 
being beet sugar raised in the Northwest and cane sugar raised 
1n Louisiana. It is purely to help the beet-sugar industry. 
When you realize that the Great Western Sugar Co., of Colo
rado (which produces 500,000 tons, or one-half of all our beet 
sugar), has profits in excess of 45 per cent annually on its 
watered stock. 

Under this bill sugar is admitted free of duty from the Philip
pines, Hawaii, and Porto Rico; and little Cuba, with its $760,-
000,000 of American money invested in sugar interests, will be 
crippled by the big increase duty. I have heard the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] predict that with free sugar com
ing from the Philippines, Hawaii, and Porto Rico, the beet-sugar 
growers will not be able to exist against this competition, which 
employs cheap labor in the production of its sugar. How true 
this prediction may be can be gathered from the following table, 
which shows that between 1922 and 1928 the sugar production 
from the Philippines alone increased from 127,212 tons to 
637,000 tons. There is such a thing as putting on too heavy 
duty, which brings on increased production and competition 
from other countries and destroys the industry of our country. 
This may be the case with sugar, but what I am opposing is this 
unnecessary increase to the cost of living. We can readily 
understand this when we are reminded that in 1867 the aver
age individual consumption of sugar was 45 pounds per annum, 
while it has now grown to 109 pounds per annum. 

Here is the domestic-sugar problen~ 

Duty free 

rg::a~~~~t~:==~=~======================================= Porto Rico--------- ----------------------------------------

~~~~!~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Productive tons 

Years 
1922-23 

911,190 
263,478 
338,456 
263,437 
479,456 

Years 
1928-29 

925, ()()() 
145, ()()() 
620,000 
637,000 
830, <00 

The progresS of Philippine free sugar Imports is even more 
startling: 

Tons 1921 __________________________________ : _________________ 147,212 

1923--------------------------------------------------- 212,398 
1925---------------------------------------------------- 439,977 
1921-----------------~-------------------------------- 473,674 1929 ___________ ..; _________________ :_ _____________________ 637,000 

BUILDING MATERIAL 

In the interest of the lumbermen of the State of Washington, 
a tariff has been placed upon lumber and maintained upon logs. 
It would appear a most foolish thing to maintain a tariff on 
logs. We have heard so much about reforestation, and yet here 
is an opportunity to let the logs come in from British Columbia, 
have them manufactured by our laborers into lumber and 
shingles, thereby saving our trees by the use of the Canadian 
product. In the interest of a small number of brickmakers in 
the vicinity of New York, who have had to compete with 
brick from abroad, it is proposed to put a very considerable 
tariff on brick, tiles, concrete, and so forth, and under the metals 
schedule it is proposed to increase the tariff on iron ancl steel, 
so that when you pay this tariff on these various building ma
terials, it is estimated the cost of building in this country will 
be increased by $500,000,000. This is bound to decrease construc
tion work and prevent the building of many homes which might 
otherwise b€ established. Half of all the lumber used in this 
country is consumed on the farms-you can readily imagine 
what this additional cost will b€ to the farmer whom we came 
here to :~;elieve. 

SURGICAL INSTRUMENTS 

I asked the gentleman from New Jersey [1\Ir. BAcHARAcH] 
about the tax on surgical instruments and I want to pay my 
very deepest respects to him. He answered the questions which 
we asked him in a frank and able manner. He was so pleasant 
and agreeable about it, that I am sure he made a very fine 
impression not only on my left but likewise on my right. 
[Applause.] 

One of the most preposterous increases, it seems to me, is 
this paragraph 359, surgical instruments and parts thereof, 
i)lcluding hypodermic needles, hypodermic syringes, and for
ceps. The duty on these is increased from 45 per cent to 
70 per cent ad valorem. This is a charge upon the hospitals 
of the country to which we are all asked to contribute fu many 
drives, many auxiliaries, and so forth; hospitals in which the 
women do so much for their maintenance. Yet, here is a 
Government adding additional cost to the 6,000 hospitals of 
the country in order that a small industry of $2,000,000 may 
have greater profits. When it coines to extracting money from 
humanitarian institutions-laying tax upon the poor, distressed, 
and sick-it is beyond my comprehension. 

I might continue ad infinitum to speak of the increased tariff 
upon the vast number of items in the bill. There are some 
10,000 different articles covered by the bill. You can ·readily 
understand how impossible it would be to deal with many 
subjects in such a short space. I have therefore mentioned 
just a few of the outstanding articles that you may see that 
the Republican Party is still bent on adding more profits to 
the great industries of our COlmtry, which have already be
come fat at the expense of the American consumer. We hear 
very -little nowadays about protection because the phrase is 
obsolete and has long been passed. To-day the Republican 
Party is engaged in passing a prohibitive and embargo tariff 
which must eventually leave the American consumer to the 
octopus combines and monopolies of our land. Imported arti
cles will soon become available to only the rich and the privi
leged classes which feed upon the American consumer. 

The high tariff placed upon the articles in this bill is not 
the last word, however. The bill gives the President of the 
United States power to increase the tariff on any specific 
article or articles to the extent of 50 per cent increase. Con
gress therefore divests itself of this great power of taxation 
and makes it possible for one man to increase enormously the 
tax burden upon the American people. Certainly this is going 
far afield in granting increased power to the Executive head 
and further centralizing the powers of government at Wash
ington. The power to tax is the power to destroy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maryland 
has expired. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman; I yield to the gentleman three 
additional minutes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. When you note this 35 per cent increase 
duty on surgical instruments, the increased duty on sugar and 
the lumber, brick, tile, cement, and so forth, with which you 
build 'the homes .of the people of the country, then glance at the 
free list, does it not constitute a lauchable sight? 

FREE LIST 

TotaL--------------------------------------------_:_- 2, 256,017 8,157,000 For_.Anstance, I find that our old friend divi-divi Is on the 
[!:ee list, provided there is not All.Y. !lcohol in it. I do not know 

I 
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why 50-50 was not also put on the free list. Certainly, " Go 
and get it " is written for the monopolies in every one of the 
460 pages of this bill and among the 120,000 words. 

I notice also that eggs of birds, fish, and insects (except fish 
roe for fo.od purposes) are on the free list. If it is fish roe for 
food purposes it is not on the free list. 

I also notice that fish imported to be used for purposes " other 
than food " is on the free list. If it is for food it must pay a 
duty. 

Then I notice something is here for these old, standpat 
Republicans who believe in a high protective tariff-" fossils" 
are on the free list. [L~ughter.] 

ABafetida is on the free list and manna is on the free list. 
It is hoped that if some of our people by reason of the in

crease in this tariff become so poor and so needy, perhaps by 
putting "manna" on the free list we may get some ~o:Qation 
from Heaven, as Scripture relates. _ 

Then we admit bells free provided " they are broken." If 
you bring in a good bell and it makes a tune, it pays a duty, but 
if it is a broken bell you can ·bring it in. I am surprised that 
the men from Pennsylvania allowed them to put broken bells 
on the free list to compete with our dear old Liberty Bell 
which we cherish so deeply. 

Mr. GLOVER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. LINTHI-CUM. I yield. 
Mr. GLOVER. While the gentleman is on the free list, I 

will ask if it is not true that they also leave ipecac on the 
free list? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes; ipecac is on the free list. It is 
always free. 

Then dried blood is on the free list. 
Gentlemen, I bring ·to your attention these articles on the 

free list-fossils, . dried blood, broken bells, divi-divi, ipecac, 
manna, and so forth. 

Mr. COLE. Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion? 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Certainly. I am always glad to yield 

to my friend for a suggestion, just so the gentleman does not 
bring in "blackstrap_" questions. 

Mr. COLE. Spruce and pine and fir and hemlock and all 
building materials that we use are. also on the free list. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I admit that spruce, pine, fir, and hem
lock are on the free list, but the great mass of lumber which 
we use has .been transferred to the tariff schedule, as also all 
other building materials. [Applause.] 

I am sorry I have not more time. ·I should like to go into 
the tariff question further and demonstrate how the increases 
under the Republican administration have caused living costs 
to mount and increased prices in other lines which are necessary 
to our modern civilization. High taxes and high cost of the 
necessaries of life have rendered it difficult for people to live 
properly and healthfully and to educate their children. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. CROWTHER]. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman, I want to read an excerpt 
from the annals of the First Congress in 1789, which may be of 
interest to my friend from Maryland, Mr. LINTHICUM. It is as 
follows: 
[Excerpt from Annals of Congress (1st Cong.), vol. 1, April, 1789. Dut

Ies on Imports. House of Representatives, Saturday, April 11] 

Mr. Smith, or Maryland, presented a petition from the tradesmen, 
manufacturers, and others, of the town or Baltimore, which was read, 
setting forth : That, since the close of the late war and the completion 
of the Revolution, they have observed with serious regret the manufac
turing and the trading interes.t of the country rapidly declining, and the 
attempts of the State legislatures to remedy the evil failing of their 
object; that, in the present melancholy state of our country, the number 
of poor increasing for want of employment, foreign debts accumulating, 
houses and lands depreciating in value, and trade and manufactures 
languishing and expiring, they look up to the Supreme Legislature of the 
United States as the guardians of the whole Empire, and from their 
united wisdom and patriotism, and ardent love of their country, ex
pect to derive that aid and assistance which alone can dissipate their 
just apprehensions, and animate them with hopes of success in future, by 
imposing on all foreign articles, which can be made in America, such 
duties as will give a just and decided preference to their labors; dis
countenancing that trade which tends so materially to injure them and 
impoverish their country; measures whieh, in their consequences, may 
also contribute to the discharge of the national debt and the due support 
of the Government; that they have annexed a list of such articles as 
are or can be manufactured amongst them, and humbly trust in the 
wisdom of the legislature to grant them, in common with the other 
mechanics and manufacturers of the United States, that relief which 
may appear proper. 

Ordered, That the said petition be referred to the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I do not think the gentleman will find 
that they enacted a prohibitive or embargo tariff. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I do not know what the gentleman means 
by an embargo tariff. We have never had one. What vou 
called a prohibitive tariff in 1922 brought to our customhouses 
the greatest imports in the history of the country. My Demo
cratic colleagues made speeches on this floor ridiculing it. My 
friend from Mississippi [Mr. CoLLIER], my friend from Texas 
[Mr. GARNER], my friend from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] all made 
speeches and they wept copious tears and propnesied disaster, 
they feared this old world might fall off into primeval chaos, 
and the stars cease to shine if that wicked bill passed, and yet 
since it became a law we have had the greatest period of pr.os
perity that the country has ever enjoyed. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman fr.om Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, in 
tp.e preparation _of a tariff bill in the committee as well as in . 
the House, you have all minds to deal with. It is no farther 
distance between the views of my friend from Iowa, Mr. 
RAMSEYER, and the gentleman from New York, Doctor CROw
THER, in their Understanding Of principles .that go into a tariff 
bill than there is between the gentleman from~e.pnessee, Mr. 
HULL and the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GARNER, 'tn DemQ
cratic leader. And yet we are called together to frame a bUJ, 
and do it so it will be satisfactory to the country. -~--..:. 

we on this side. of the aisle, as some of you on that side, are . "'-...... , 
pledged to a protective tariff bill. I believe in real protection 
but not in an embargo. 

Our committee has had the benefit in private conferences of 
the testimony and advice that come from experts from the 
. Tariff Bureau. They gave us only the data we asked for, and 
we endeavored to write our conclusions fairly and without un
due influence. I do not know that I need offer anything further 
on that subject, for I want to take up and discuss particularly 
another subject. 

In Congress we represent our States as well as the country, 
and we are compelled at times to become seriously engaged with 
the interests of our district. Some men have districts whose 
commercial progress may be due to steel, others to cotton, others 
to sugar, as it is in case of Baltimore, represented by the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM], who has just spoken. 
The interests of our districts may have a large influence in 
affecting our individual judgments. That is one of the things I 
wish to deal with now. Because while I hope to support this 
bill it is not satisfactory in several particulars. As was well · 
said by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY], however, we 
are compelled to compromise on tariff bills. 

I do want to call attention to one proposition that is dan
gerous politically, economically, and in other respects. 

Let me say that while the gentleman who sits close at my 
right, f?e gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TIMBERLAKE], is my 
good fn.end-and I helped to get him additional time in which 
to address you last Friday-he discussed the sugar tariff and 
then inserted in his remarks in the RECoRD a claim that I had 
ma~e some false statements. This did not occur in his speech 
on the fl.oor. I am not going to reply in kind, but I am prepared 
to amplify every statement then made, and to call attention to 
the effect that constituencies have upon those called upon to 
draft a tariff bill because it is especially important to under
stand in the prep~ation of this sugar schedule. 

SUGAR SCHEDULE INDEFENSIBLE 

Mr. Chairman, I am frank to say that this one schedule in 
the bill is absolutely unjustified and can not be successfully 
defended by anyone, either in the House or Senate. More 
than that,· I predict the outrageous boost in sugar duties de
signed to raise the price of sugar to 120,000,000 consumers, but 
not to shut out 1 pound of the 10,000,000,000 pounds of sugar 
we must import, is a proposal that -contains more political 
dynamite and more economic injustice than all other schedules 
combined. Estimates of $120,000,000 to $240,000,000 increased 
cost, if 7-cent sugar is secured as predicted, will be borne by 
consumers. That means $3,000,000 to $6,000,000 increased cost 
to the people of my State depending on the effect of a 40 per 
cent raise in the sugar tariff proposed by this bill. Bates the 
chemist offered to the committee by Chairman TIMBER~KE 
stated to the committee that a 7 cent per pound sugar pric~ 
alone would permanently help many of the mills. I believe he 
was right in that estimate, but he failed to add that 7-cent 
sugar produced by a tariff would soon disappear through a 
deluge of free sugar from the islands. 
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Seven--eent sugar means an inerea~ cost for sngar of from 

$30,000,000 to $60,000,000 annually to the farmers' families of 
this country. To say that this grotesque effect of 3 cents 
pel" pound on 5-cent sugar is of any benefit to agriculture or 
Of any permanent service to the sugar-beet growers (}f this 
country is to confess ignorance of the simplest effects of tariff 
legislation. This increased tariff if absorbed to any extent can 
not benefit domestic producers, who are not trying to shut out 
sugar, but to raise the price for their own benefit. That is the 
sole purpose. 

.THOSE WHO GET ENORMOUS PROFITS FROM CONSU:Mi:BS 

It has been aptly expressed as highway robbery of consumers 
without the approval of any tariff officials or any other agency 
except sugar-beet growers of the eountry, most of whom are in
nocently misled by the proposal. The Great Western Sugar Oo. 
that manufactures 500,000 tons annually, or one-half of all beet 
sugnr in this country, reported 45 per eent profit on its common 
stock for 1928. That company has 13 sugar mills in Sugar Chair
man T.LMBERLA.KE's district. If this 3-cent sugar rate is written 
into the bill, it ought to give a huge increase in profits an
nually to this sugar company for a brief period at least, based 
on 45 per cent profits on its common stock in 1928. I will dis
cuss the basis of those profits later. 

The sugar schedule could not have been written better for its 
own selfish interests by the Great Western Co. itself. How 
Chairman T!MBE&L.AX.E came to be chairman and why he bed 
a 3-cent sugru.· rate contrary to the finding of the United States 
Tariff Commission will be a mattet· of interest to the 120,000,000 
consumers who must pay the new .BUgar bilL I do not inquire 
as to hls reasons, which are not supported by any finding of the 
Tariff Commi ·sion. That commission made a careful survey of 
this very subject, with a majority report of 1.23 cents for Cuba, 
or about one--half of the Timberlake proposal Why 8 cents? 

WIIERE THE SUGAR COMES FROM 

We consume something like 12,000,000,{}()() pounds of sugar 
every year; one-half is imported and pays duty. Four billion 
pounds eome in from the islands free of duty~ and these free 
imports have increased 100 per cent within six years. Two 
billion pounds are manufactured in this country. Dne billion 
pounds alone, or 8 per cent of the total, by "One great concern 
known as the Great Western Sugar Co. -of Colorado. That -com
pany manufactured 500,000 tons last year. Of that _produ-ct 
one-half is mannfactm·ed in tbe district of the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. TIMBERLAKE]. 

Mr. TIMBERLAKE. And 1 am proud <tf it. . 
Mr. FREAR. No question about it, and I am not criticizing 

the gentleman per onaUy. But let me show you what hap
pened beea use of that fact. 

The gentleman from Colorado IMr. TIMBERLAKE] made the 
statement in the printed record, not spoken, that what I said 
was false. I do not know in what particular. I would not 
make a false statement knowingly to the House if for no other 
practical reason than because it could be quickly analyz.ed and 
easily refuted. I will apologize to the House if any statement 
ever made by me is inaccurate, but I again assert the truth of 
every statement. 

1\fr. TIMBERLAKE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FREAR Yes; certainly. 
Mr. TIMBERLAKE. I ~ to the House that I did not 

intend to carry the impression tbat the gentleman intended to 
make a false statement to the House, but I said that the state
ment was false by reason of the fact that he relied upon a 
source for his information tbat was inimical to the interests of 
this country, and only in the interest of Cuba. 

1\Ir. FREAR. The gentleman has made a very interesting 
statement, and I shall treat him just as kindly as I would any 
other Member of the House. I think a great deal of him. 

Chairman TIMBERLAKE inco-rrectly uggests that I ·may have 
some per onal or other interest in the Cuban sugar situation. 
I have none. I clo believe that Cuba and the Philippines should 
be accorded fair play. The Great Western Sugar Oo. does not 
intend to give fair play to other eountrie or to other sugar 
producers in our own country. I lea'\'e it to the Holly Sugar 
Co. and others t o answer the Great Western in its distribution 
of territory. 
I SERVE NO POLITICAL OR OTHER INTEREST EXCEPT THAT OF THE CONSUMER 

Specifically, I say that I have no interest and never have had 
in any mill or other interest, in Cuba, the Philippines, Porto 
Rico, Hawaiian Islands, Louisiana, or Wisconsin. and I have 
visited sugar mills in all these places. When deluged with 
propaganda by the Great Western Sugar Co.'s private print 
mill every morning, with half truths and often misstatements of 
truth, including that of 1\Ir. Green, president of the American 

"Federation of Labor, I was at a loss to find so~e ~e!!_ns of 

getting the true facts before the people. About two weeks ago 
I was called upon by a young woman who stated she represents 
Cuban sugar interests that import 6,000,000,000 po1mds of sugar 
a.nnuaUy into this country, 80 per cent of which I am informed 
is owned by .American interests. Any public statement I cared 
to make was also given her. If that be wrong, make the most 
of it. Such statements would have been available to the Great 
Western Oo. in like manner if desired. 

I will add that neither myself, my family, nor any personal 
fri-end so far as I know has any interest in any sugar business, 
directly or indirectly, located anywhere in the world. Now, 
Chairman TIMBE&LA.KE may also speak. 

Under existing law Cuban sugar pays $1.76 per hundred tariff 
to enter our ports in competition with the Great W€Stern Sugar 
Oo., that reports nearly 50 per cent pr()fits on its watered stock. 
That rate of $1.76 is propo ed to be jumped by the Great West
ern Sugar Co. and other companies, through congressional 
action, to $2.4{) per hundred pounds. No greater economic 
crime in all tariff history, I submit, can be offered than this 
squeeze on the American -consumer, who in the end pays any 
bill that raises the price of sugar. 

I believe Cuba will be unjustly treated whether its sugar is 
owned by Americans or Cubans. I believe also that Chairman 
TrMBmr;AKE's resolution to limit Philippin~ sugar imports would 
increase the large profits of the Great Western Co. and is 
un-American and against every principle of fair play. It is 
certain, for that reason, to fail in passage. 

. ONE-QUARTER OF .ALL AMERICAN BEE.T PRODUCTION IS IN ONJI DISTRIC!r 

When saying I have no connection or interest and never have 
had, political or otherwise, in any person, direct or indirect, so 
far as concerns this sugar schedule in this country or else
where, can Sugar Chairman 'l"'nrnERLAKE, with 18 Great West
ern sugar mills in his district, say as much? That company 
produoes one-half of all our beet sugar and more than half 
of this great sugar company's milb3 ru·~ in his district. 

A..MERLCANS IN CUBA A.:ND BPANI.SH IN lfHE PHILIPPI.NEB 

I have stated that if $750,000,000 of American money is 
invested in Cuban sugar interests, which buy all their prod~ 
ucts from this country and employ many honest, intelligent 
Americans whom I met in Cuba, then their .rights ought not be 
denied fair treatment when we import, free of duty, 4,000,-
000,000 pounds of sugar annually from the Phil:ippines, Porto 
Rico, and Hawaii that in part is alleged to be produced by 
Spanish, Engli h. German, and Japanese stockholders, alleged 
to own sugar interests in the 1iifferent islands. Secretary Stim
son informed the committee that Spanish ,business interests 
10,000 miles away have .$20,000,000 of sugar investments in the 
Philippines. They are given pr~ferenee to American investors 
in the island, within 100 miles of om· own bores; but why 
destroy the business of either to serve no one but a handful of 
sugar producers at the expense of American consumers? 

PATRIOT QR Pn:ATE, WHEN ~'1> WllEREf 

Just why does a Spaniard, or even an American, 10,000 miles 
.away in the Philippines, wear seraphs' wings and an American 
or a Cuban become a tariff outlaw when living in Cuba, close 
to our own doors·? Was it for that we drove the Spaniards 
out of both Cuba and the Philippines? When shall we say to 
the one, you must restrict your imports to us beeause the 
Great Western sugar boa constrictor, now bnsy crushing home 
business rivals, demands that we restrict Philippine sugar, and 
when this Colorado crusher of 6-year infants in beet fields 
decides to push up profits in excess of 45 per cent annually on 
watered stock, is it tben we must raise a 3-cent-per-pound 
sugar tariff wall again t the world? 

No man can deny such duty will ·crush out Cuban invest
ments of many .American stockholders in a country where we 
have retained the right to control its government by force of 
arms in our discretion. In other words, when is an American 
abroad a patriot and when a pirate? 

Can any intelligent student of tariff making where the 
purpose alone is to raise the sugar price without hope of 
increa e in a 15 per cent industry deny that this effort at rate 
maldng under the grinding hand of the Great Western Sugar 
Co., of Colorado, is a startling effort to control Congress? I 
do not charge Sugar Chairman TnmERLAKE, of Colorado, in 
whose district this grea.t sugar company crushes out one-quarter 
of our total sugru.·-beet production with knowingly doing injus~ 
tice to tbe Philippines or Cuba, but I do say that with such 
surroundings is it not incredible that the Great Western Co. 
should attempt to spread out its long, slimy body over the 
American Congress in its effort :o control tariff legislation? 

I do not blame Chairman TIMBERLAKE for his atti tude on this 
sugar problem. He represents great sugar interests in his dis
h·ict; but let me say to you that 85 per cent of all of the sugar 
consumed in this country is imported. It was said here · a few 
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moments ago by Representative BAcHARAcH that when you have 
a 5 per cent importation it ought to be considered. Eighty-five 
per cent of the sugar we use is imported into this country. The 
consumers are the only ones that are going to pay any increased 
tariff price for that sugar. It is not a protective tariff, because 
we must have that imported sugar for our needs. Only 15 per 
cent is produced in this country and only 8 per cent of the total 
production needs help. I shall put into the RECORD a statement 
showing that the Great Western Co., with its 13 mills in Chair
man TrlWIBERLA.KE's district, producing one-half of the beet-sugar 
production of the United States, gave to preferred stock free of 
cost the common stock that earned last rear 45 per cent. That 
is my interpretation of the report. 

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman concede that the other 
85 per cent could. be produced in this country if conditions were 
right? 

Mr. FREAR. I would, if conditions were right; but they 
will never be, because of free sugar import conditions exist
ing. If you put this tariff any higher it will increase the im
port of free sugar from the Philippines, Porto Rico, and Hawaii 
and drive out the domestic mills now making beet sugar-every 
one of them in the early future. I have one in my district and 
the gentleman from Michigan has them in his. I am just as 
much interested in protecting local mills as the gentleman from 
Michigan; but he can not protect them by any tariff. 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TIMBERLAKE] incorrectly 
suggests that I may have some personal or other interest in 
the Cuban-sugar situation. That was his statement. I have 
not. I do believe that Cuba and the Philippines should be treated 
fairly, that is all; and the Great Western Sugar Co. does not 
3ive them fair play. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to interrupt 
the gentleman, but I just want to ask one little question. 

Mr. FREAR. I must go on for the present. I leave it to the 
Holley Sugar Co. and others to answer the Great Western Co. 
in its distribution territory. 

If any degree of fair play or common justice is to be the 
policy of this Government, then I offer this illustration of 
gross injustice proposed by the pending sugar schedule. Beyond 
that I have no interest in Cuba or the Philippines; I am inter
ested, however, in the American consumer about to be exploited 
by this jump in sugar prices. 

Get the facts squarely, because I have tried to indulge only 
in facts and not in any general statements. I have, I believe, 
introduced the only bill in Congress that proposes any per
manent real protection to the sugar-beet mills of this country 
and the cane-sugar mills of Louisiana. H. R. 1641 will do this 
and it will aid every weak sugar company in the country. It 
suggests a certain remedy. It is the only way to protect and 
preserve our sugar business because of the following startling 
figures: 

Here is the domestic-sugar problem 

Duty free 

rg~:~~-~-t_-_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Porto Rico ___ --------------- ____ ----------- ________ ----- __ _ 

~~~~~e:_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Productive tons 

Years 
1922-23 

911,190 
263,478 
338,456 
263,437 
479,456 

Years 
1928-29 

925,000 
145, ()()() 
620,000 
637,000 
830,000 

TotaL----------------------------------------------- 2, 256,017 3, 157, 000 

The progress of Philippine free sugar imports is even more 
startling: 

Tons 
1921--------------------------------------------------- 147,212 1923 ___________________________________________________ 212,398 

i!~~~===============:=-~~::::=:_=_=_=::_~=::::::::::::~~:::= ii~:g!~ 
If substantially accurate these figures demonstrate that free 

sugar imports have increased from the Philippines nearly 330 
per cent in eight years and 140 per cent in the last six years. 
That free-sugar imports from Hawaii and Porto Rico during the 
last six years have increa8ed from 75 oer cent to 80 per cent, 
and that with their tropical climate, rich cane sugar, ratoon 
crops that reseed themselves, and with cheaper labor they can 
and will drive out our own sugar industry. That, I believe, 
would be a calamity, pa,rticularly ~here easily preventable. 

Scandalous child labor and imported Mexican labor conditions 
alone enable the Great \Vestern Sugar Co., that produces one-

1 1928-.29 are production figures. 

half of our domestic beet sugar, to make its present profits. It 
will soon follow the others, however, when the islands get 
squarely going. In six yel:!rS the islands have doubled their im
ports of free sugar and now produce double the amount of our 
local production, while Louisiana has lost nearly one-half of its 
cane-sugar production during that same period and our beet
sugar factories are barely holding even. Beet factories in many 
States including my own, are now being nailed up, not due to 
tariff laws, but to free imports that are certain eventually to 
engulf every mill. Nothing can be more certain when present 
child-labor conditions in the Great Western mill district are 
made known to the country, &nd to Colorado that permits the 
exploitation of immature children. 

Members say to me they have sugar factories in their States 
and beet growers that need protection. So have I, but I have 
presented figures and conditions that disclose any added sugar 
duty will only serve to aggravate the disease and only one 
course will cure it. 

THIS IS THE SUGAR TARIFF SITUATION IN A NUTSHELL 

Let me repeat, we annually consume in round numbers 
12,000,000,000 pounds of sugar in this country. That averages 
100 pounds per capita and the farmers comprise one-fourth of 
our population. At present plices, sugar is 5 cents per pound. 
Our beet sugar factories manufacture about 2,000,000,000 pounds, 
or one-sixth of the sugar we use every year. Louisiana cane is 
almost insignificant in amount compared with the total. So we 
must and do import about 85 per cent of all the sugar we use. 
Of that amount, 4,000,000,000 pounds, or one-third of the total, 
comes in free of duty from the Philippines, Hawaii, and Porto 
Rico. The remaining half of all we use, approximately 6,000,-
000,000 pounds, is imported largely from Cuba. The present 
sugar tariff rate is $2.20 per hundred, but because of trade and 
other close relations, including right to intervene in Cuba, a 
preferential rate is given by law of 20 per cent, which leaves 
Cuban sugar paying $1.76 per hundred to get its sugar into 
our market in competition with the 4,000,000,000 pounds of 
island free sugar and 2,000,000,000 pounds of domestic sugar. 
I have only dealt in round numbers, but in every case I believe 
they will not vary 5 per cent from exact production. 

From the above it will be seen that in this country, as stated, 
we only produce slightly over 15 per cent of all the sugar we 
consume and of that amount the Great Western Sugar Co. that 
produces 500,000 tons, contributes one-half of the output in the 
48 States. 

That company enjoys enormous profits, as I shall show from 
its own reports, so the only needy companies in this country are 
those that produce about 8 per cent of all our sugar, and for 
their aid we are asked to raise the price to 7 cents and place a 
load on American consumers of from $120,000,000 to $240,000,000 
annually. A bare statement of the case discloses the tariff effect 
of this increase, \vhich is to give 42 per cent of the free sugar 
producers further extravagant profits in order to aid the strug
gling 8 per cent who need aid. These combined percentages 
make 50 per cent of the sugar we consume, one-sixth of which 
we produce and two-sixths of our sugar whjch comes in free 
fl·om our island possessions. 

From the above figures, easily verified, it is certain that free 
sugar from the islands with a higher tariff will be stimulated 
to greater production and imports to us because of profits under 
existing law. I am submitting a statement of profits so far as 
obtainable on important sugar mills here and in the islands in 
order that others may study the inexorable trend of free sugar 
mills in the islands in driving out our own sugar business. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. Yes; to my friend from Nebraska. 
Mr. SIMMONS. If the gentleman were fixing the tariff on 

sugar at what figure would he place it? 
Mr. FREAR. I would place it, of course, at what we have 

now, although I would be willing to reduce it and then put 
through a bounty law, because if you do not do that you are 
going to lose your mills through free-sugar imports. 

Mr. SIMMONS. How does the gentleman arrive at the state
ment that the cost of the present bill would be $240,000,000 to 
the consumer? 

Mr. FREAR. If you raise sugar from 5 cents to 7 cents and 
there are 120,000,000 people you cal) easily figure it out your
self. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the gentleman mean the present bill 
will do that? 

Mr. FREAR. It will if it meets the expectation of those 
who proposed it, and if it does not, then it is of no value at 
nil, or of slight value, to the weak sugar mills. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Then we are not to understund that the 
gentleman means that the present tariff will increase the cost of 
sugar to the consumer that much? 
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Mr. FREAR. No man can tell what this proposed tariff bill 

will do but we do know that if you increase the cost of sugar 
from 5' cents to 7 cents per pound to benefit weak mills by an 
increased price it will mean $240,000,000, and if it is increased 
only 1 cent it will mean $120,000,000; but while that would add 
to the consumers' load it will be of little value to the mills that 
produce 8 per cent of the sugar we use. 

FOR ANY lflSTAKlll IN STA'l'EMENT I AM BEADY TO APOLOGIZE 

Mr. Chairma~ the gentleman from Colorado states in his 
temarks printed in the RECORD that I have made incorrect state
ments. He states it with undue emphasis. I do not find any
thing in all my statements to correct nor will I do so unless 
a mistake has occurred. If so, I am willing to apologize to the 
House, but from past experience in discussion of Indian affairs 
and many other questions it has been customary for those who 
seek to protect existing conditions, however bad, to dispute 
statements that later were sustained by proper study and inves
tigations. I am sure this sugar situation prov~ itself. 

In fact, I promise that an investigation of child-labor condi
tions in Colorado and in Chairman TIMBERLAKE's district will 
sustain every material fact, findings of the Department of Labor 
and Colorado Agricultural College investigators. This judg
ment is based on corroborating statements from others. 

I do not need to .say that the Great Western Co., that produces 
half of our sugar, will roll up hnge profits if the sugar price 
can be pushed up to 7 cents to aid domestic producers, as urged 
by Bates and others. But I call your attention to the fact that 
if we do advance that price to consumers, without any tarllf 
facts on which to base the duty that by a 2-cent raise from 5 
cents to 7 cents, the American consumer will pay $240,000,000 
additiona-l every year and the American farmer will pay one
quarter of the amount. This is a session to aid the farmer, and 
I submit that it will not be observed by giving the Great West
eFn Sugar Co. and island free-sugar interests further and 
larger profits at the American consumer's expense. 

.THE GREAT WESTERN CO. AND CHILD LABOR 

Under my extension of remarks in the REOonn of May 9 I 
submitted with other illuminating data extended extracts from 
the Department of Labor Pamphlet No. 115, entitled "Child 
Labor and the Work of Mothers in the Beet Fields of Colorado 
and Michigan." Also other publications from the State of Colo
rado were quoted, to which I shall briefly allude. This primar
ily was not to discuss at length a humanitarian factor on an 
economic problem, although it is of sufficient importance to 
challenge the attention of Colorado and of the country to labor 
conditions in Colorado. That is a matter that Colorado must 
regulate if it desires to do so after the facts have been presented. 

The portion with which the American Congre s is profoundly 
interested relates to the economic effect of such labor on the 
tariff problem before us. 

The Great We tern Sugar Co. produces 500,000 tons, or one
half of all the beet sugar manufactured in this country. It 
makes large profits while other factories are going to the wall. 
Its profits of 45 pe1· cent in 1928 on its common stock that was 
originally issued as a bonus, free of cost, has been larger in 
other years as will appear from the statement I am filing here
with. Is it entitled to greater profits and, if so, to what extent 
will any increased sugar tariff help labor? We assume to give 
labor the first consideration when fixjng tariff rates. Can we do 
so with sugar? 

PROSPERITY BASED ON CHILD LABOR 

The Great Western Sugar Co., in addition to its 13 factories 
In Sugar Chairman TIMBERLAKE's district, practically controls the 
national as well as the Colorado output. Labor conditions by 
which it has squeezed its profits from human blood became so 
not{)rious that the Government sent an investigator into Weld 
and Larimer Counties of Chairman TIMBERLAKE's district, and 
that report of a hundred or more pages is so filled with almost 
unbelievable, miserable labor conditions that in my extension of 
remarks of May 9 I disclose a public disgrace. 

The sugar schedule is affected by this fact because a.ny in
creased sugar tariff will only inure to the pockets of the Great 
Western stockholders for no standard of labor, however low 
elsewhere in the United States, can compare with that found by 
the Government e:x;pert and State inve tigators in these counties 
that produce beets for the Great Western sugar mills. It is ~m
possible for this labor, largely imported for temporary service, 
to assert itself or get any part of the additional profits to be 
wrung out of the earnings of the great consuming public that will 
pay the bills. So this labor is not entitled to e pecial consider
ation on which to fix higher sugar rates. My distinguished 
Colorado colleague whose two counties he represents in Con
gress have shown such deplorable labor conditions he now says 
are all right so far as he knows. Possibly diffe1·ent standards 
actuate us including that of labor condition,s. 

EXTRACTS THAT CAN BE MULTIPLIED 

Let me again quote briefly from the Government's official 
publication an extract on this child labor as to these two 
counties in Chairman TllrnERLAKE's district: 

Of the 1,073 working children, 571 had already spent more than 6 
weeks in the beet fields during the 1920 season, and 61 of them had 
worked from 12 to 17 weeks. Five children under 8 years of age, 18 
between 8 and 9, and 16 between 9 and 10 bad worked 10 weeks or 
more. One-fifth of the laborers' children bad worked at least 10 weeks
practically twice as many proportionately as the children of tenant 
farmers. • • •. (p. 20). 

Page after page is given to specific cases of child labor in beet 
fields in Chairman TIMBERLAKE's district. 

Four Russian-German children, ranging in age from 9 to 13 years, 
came to the beet fields w!th their family the 1st of June. They worked 
at thinning nnd blocking for more than three weeks, 14¥.! hours a doy, 
beginning at 4.30 a. m. They took five minutes in the mor11ing and 
again in the n!ternoon for a lunch. They took 20 minutes for dinner. 
About July 1 they went home, remaining until the middle of the month, 
when tne noemg oegan. They spent five weeks, 14¥.& hours a day, hoeing, 
and again went home, returning September 21 for the harvest, which 
lasted four weeks. • • • 

.A Russian-German family came out from town March 22. In this 
family were three children working, 12-year-old Frieda, 9-year-()ld Willie, 
and Jim, age 7, who worked irregularly. They spent 3 weeks at the 
spring work, putting in a 12¥.!-hour day ; 2 weeks at boeing for 11 hours 
a day ; and up to the time of the agent's visit had spent about 3 weekB 
at the harvest, which was not yet finished. All together they worked 
about 9 weeks, probably very hard, since the 3 children, 1 working 
irregularly, and 3 adults bad cared for 50 acres. 

Somewhat similar working conditions were found in a family in which 
2 little girls, age 12 and 13 years, with 3 adults, took care of 50 acres 
of beets. The children had worked altogether 11 weeks, 10 and 12lh 
hours a day • • • (p. 24) . 

Many similar pages I could submit from the official report. 
One more extract, this time from the Colorado Agricultural 

College Series 27, is offered: 

Nine children were found working at 6 years of age, 2 of these being 
children of owner, 3 of tenant, and 4 of contract families. There were 
28 children working at 7 years of age, 22 of whom were from the con
tract family. There were 91 8-year-old workers, 73 of whom were 
contract children, 11 tenant, and 7 owner. The largest number of 
workers of any age wa.s at 14, where we found 164. This is not at all 
significant, as 161 children were working at 12, 155 at 13 years. 

:More than 1,000 working children of all ages and tenures worked in 
the handwork of crops an average of 8.3 hours a day for an average of 
44 days. This included all children from 6 to 15 years of age, and it 
included many children who worked for a very short time and for a very 
few hours per day • • • (p. 37). 

Among the 6-year-()lds, one worked 14 hours a day, two 12 bours a 
day, and one 10 hours a day. (In a State that boasts of its high stand
ards and in a country where American labor and union rules have 
recognition.) Among the 7·year-olds, one worked 13 hours a day, three 
worked 12 hours a day, one 11 hours, and five 10 hours a day. Of the 
9-year-olds, one worked 14 hours a day, two 13 hours, ten 12 hours, 
fifteen worked 11 hours, and forty-three worked 10 hours a day. Among 
the 12-year-olds, seven worked 14 hours, four 13 hours, fiiteen 12 hours, 
twenty-two 11 hours, and sixty 10 hours (p. 38). 

This is not my word, but a State expert from Colorado reports 
these deplorable conditions in his own State. 

One more extract I submit from this Great Western Su,.ar 
Co.'s philanthropic labor work that asks Congress further to 
exploit by increasing its present enormous profits. On page 07 
I quote: 

HERE'S HOW THE WORK~RS LIVE 

Many of the beet-field laborers' families live unda· Buch conditions ot 
overcrowding that all comfort and convenience had to be sacrificed, 
and no privacy was possible. • • • There were 320 of these fami
lies, amounting to 77 per cent of the total number. Only 21 per cent 
reported less than two persons per room. Almost half were liVing witb. 
three or more persons to a room. One hundred and ninety-()ne families, 
averaging 6.6 persons per family, occupied 2-room dwellings. Amoug 
them were 94 households of more than 6 members each and 14 of 10 or 
more each ; the latter included 1 household in which ' there were 2 
families and another C;onsisting of 3 families. This means that from 
3 to 7 persons had to sleep in each of the two rooms, one of which 
bad to be used as a kitchen and living room. Fifty families, consisting 
of from 3 to 11 persons per family, lived in one room. One of these 
houEreholds included a father, hls son and daughter, each over 16 years 
of age, a younger child, and a girl over 16 who helped the family with 
the beet-field work • • • (p. 67). 
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'I'HE ONLY CURIII 

In the official State and Government reports named will be 
found tnany like pages. 

I do not forget the 8 per cent of our beet sugar and cane 
production that is struggling along and needs aid, and I have 
introduced H. R. 1641, that provides for a 2-cent sugar bounty 
and tariff rate of $1.50 per hundredweight to meet the cost and 
leave a large surplus in the Treasury. It was offered to point 
the way to safety and no to settle details. This would help 
the 8 per cent, including the Holly, American, and other com
panies that need help because they will soon be driven out of the 
field by free island imports. It would not help the Great West
ern that to-day is fattening off from child labor and that will 
further fleece American consumers to the limit with a 3-cent 
duty. Every weak company would be helped by a specific bounty 
and they are the only ones that need it. My bill makes a reser
vation of bounty payments prohibiting child labor. Sugar Chair
man TIMBERLAKE waxes indignant, or is it some Great Western 
sugar man who helped on that speech and declared that my bill 
would penalize a beet grower where children are 15 years of age? 
Not at all. That could not happen with any bill that will pass 
Congress, or the bill as introduced. 

Of course, he did not state the facts correctly as to the bill, 
for a limited time to labor was exempted by the bill to children 
under 16 years, but I meet his criticism by asking, will the 
Great Western Sugar Co., for which be is spokesman, consent 
to any age limitation for children in a bounty bill, and will it 
support a bounty bill? No limitation of profits is asked, but 
will the Great Western Co. see that child-labor conditions re
ported by tbe investigators will not help produce its profits? 

Extracts I have quoted Show that many children of six years 
work in the beet fields of the counties of Chairman TIMBER
LAKE's district under disgraceful conditions. Will the Great 
Western Sugar Co. support a sugar bounty bill limiting aid to 
companies that exempt children under, say, 10 years from pro
ducing beets under its contracts? If not, what limit does this 
powerful company, that seems to own Colorado, demand? I am 
willing to support any bill that will give reasonable protection 
to children but not give a bounty to the Great Western Co. now 
paying nearly 50 per cent on its watered stock, judging from the 
statement furnished to me. 

A. BOUNTY WILL PBESERVE, A. HIGHER TABIFF HA.ST~~S THE E:XD 

Unless a bounty is granted outright like that given by Eng
land, tl1e 8 per cent of our weaker mills will be driven out en
tirely and the Great Western, that makes half our sugar, will 
also soon find itself driven to the wall by island free imports. 
Its child labor will enable stockholders to keep going for a 
while, but the end is as certain as is the bard-hearted policy of 
this company that now grinds out the life blood of 6-year-old 
children in its greed for profits. That is the official report. 

Mr. Tll\IBERLAKE. 1\lr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. Not now. Mr. Chairman, I sat here the other 

day on the second row and listened to the gentleman from 
Colorado. He bad an hour. Never was a word said about 
myself or about my position, but when I picked up the REcoRD 
I read my name a number of times. Surely the gentletnan will 
now allow me to respond and discuss some facts the House 
should know. I have the best feeling of friendship for tbe 
gentleman. I have known him for years. He is a kind-hearted 
man and a good friend, but he has 13 great, big sugar mills 
with all that child labor in his district, and, singularly enougb, 
he is chairman of this House sugar subcommittee that brought 
in a report for 40 per cent increase to 3 cents per pound. Just 
stop to think of it, and of a company in his district that made 
40 per cent last year on watered stock. 

You ~sk about the 8 per cent, mills that are not prosperous in 
our own country now. You have 15 mills in Michigan, Mr. 
HUDSON. We ought to save them. It is the most criminally 
economic wrong in the world to let them go, but you are not 
going to save them if you put that 3-cent sugar duty on, for you 
will so stimulate production in all of the islands faster than 
ever that it will throw our market over to them with their free 
imports, and they will drive out all your sugar mills. A 2-cent 
increase in sugar price proposed means $240,000,000 annually put 
onto the consumers of tbis counh·y. The sugar chemist before 
the committee says that less than 7 cents per pound will not 
be of any benefit. But I do believe in protecting the 8 per cent 
weak sugar mills. I believe that increasing domestic sugar 
production is a public necessity: How? I have offered a bill 
that in principle bas the indorsement of some of the ablest 
tariff experts in the country. Three of them say that the bounty 
question is not only possible but would be certain to give relief 
and protection. Why? Because it will take only a small 
amount, relatively, $35,000,000 at the outside, for the weak mills. 

Iu~XI-78 

Mr. HUDSON. How does a bounty differ from the tariff? 
Mr. FREAR. The gentleman from Michigan asks how does 

the bounty differ from the tariff? The tariff, if advanced 2 
cents per pound for benefit of sugar mills, will increase the 
cost $240,000,000 to the people of this country, while a bounty 
of 2 cents per pound, or $30,000,000 or thereabouts, can be col
lected from tariffs placed on imports with a large margin re
maining. It will cost less than $35,000,000 instead of $240,000,-
000, and the weak mills will get the benefit from it, and it will 
not be affected by these free imports. It will give complete 
protection to local sugar mills. I have a beet-sugar mill in my 
district. If you raise the tariff so as to increase the price of 
sugar it will stimulate production everywhere, whereas a 
bounty will protect the weak mills. 

We have increased free imports of sugar in six years 100 
per cent. With a higher duty we are going to increase it again, 
possibly faster than before. How can you compete with free 
sugar from these islands? A Member suggests, then "we must 
have a bounty on everything." Well, they are putting on a 
bounty over in the Senate under the debenture plan now; I do 
not care whether it is right or wrong in your judgment; it is 
the only way to save your sugar industry because of free sugar 
imports from the islands. 

That is what they have done in England and that Is a 
situation which confronts you. I have no interest in this matter 
any more than others who have beet-sugar mills in their 
districts. 

I want at this time to give to the esteemed chairman of this 
committee, Mr. HAWLEY, all credit any man can have on this 
floor for the work be has done. 

Members of the committee also have been working day and 
night. These men have brought in the best bill they could 
agree upon. It is a strong bill, except in this sugar schedule 
and possibly a few other items. 

Remember that the Tariff Commission did not recommend 
this sugar rate. I can condone the action of any member of 
the committee that bas 13 sugar mills in his district, which 
manufacture one-fourth of all the beet sugar in the United 
States, that pay 45 per cent on their product last year, on their 
watered stock, and whose enlarged investments were all made 
out of profits. Not one dollar was advanced beyond the origi
nal stock. The only thing that I am surprised at in my good 
friend from Colorado [Mr. TIMBERLA.KE] is that instead of 
making the increase 40 per cent he did not make it 80 per 
cent. [Laughter.] 

Mr. TIMBERLAKE. .Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? · 

1\Ir. FREAR. Yes. 
.Mr. TIMBERLAKE. The gentleman having made all the 

accusations against me for my interest in this question--
Air. FREAR. No; I symt>athize with him and with every 

other Member of the House so situated. 
Mr. TIMBERLAKE. I acknowledge that interest; but it is 

not a personal intere.st to me because of my ownership in these 
factories, but it is of interest to everybody in the country. 

1\fr. FREAR. Let me say this, that the gentleman from Colo
rado has not done differently from what others do under the 
same circumstances. It is not intended as a reflection on the 
gentleman personally. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. Yes, certainly, to the gentleman from New 

York. 
.Mr. CROWTHER. The gentleman from Wisconsin said that 

arbitrarily the price of sugar under this new duty would be 7 
cents. 

Mr. FREAR. No. I · said unless it went to 7 cents it would 
not be of any advantage to weak mills, according to our advice. 

Mr. CROWTHER You mean 7 cents at retail? 
Mr. FREAR. Yes. 
1\fr. CROWTHER. Does the gentleman know what the price 

of sugar was when the present tariff act was passed? 
Mr. FREAR. That bas no bearing on it at all, because the 

entire and only purpose of this sugar tariff increase is to raise 
the price at retail or to raise the price at the mill so that they 
can get more money from their sugar. It is not to protect any 
labor here even by increasing the price. So unless you increase 
the price it is of no local benefit to the mills, and beet-sugar 
labor is not considered, judging from renewal contracts of the 
Great Western Co. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Instead of increasing the price, tbe price 
of sugar has gradually decreased. 

Mr. ],REAR. If it went down below 5 cents what would your 
sugar-mill people and mine do? 

Mr. CROWTHER. It ought not to go to 5 cents. If you 
were in the sugar business you would feel differently about it. 
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Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gen

tleman )ield? 
Mr. FREAR. Yes. 
1\fr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Did Mr. William Green, the 

head of the American Federation o.f Labor, authorize you to 
state that he did not include sugar when he spoke of agricul
tural products as being entitled to favorable consideration in 
the preparation or correction of a tariff bill? 

Mr. FUEAR. He said sugar was not intended by him. Two 
different g ntlemen inserted his statement in the RECORD to the 
effect he approve the sugar tariff boost. 

At this point I insert a letter that is self-explanatory and is 
in direct denial of the effect of a purported interview read by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. COLTON] duriug the remarks on 
sugar by Mr. TIMBERLAKE on Friday, and also of the same 
article inserted but not read in Chairman TIMBERLAKE's re
marks. It is as follows : 

MAY 13, 1929. 

Hon. J AlliES A. FnEAR, 
Ho!lBe Office BtJ-ilcling. 

DEAR Mn. FREAR: On May 3 you showed me a release sent out by the 
United States Beet Sugar As ociation bearing aero s the top the fol
lowing caption: "The 'consumer' and the sugar tariff; statement of 
William Green, president the American Federa tion of Labor." This re
lease contained vatious statements attrilmtcd to M1·. Green on farm 
relief, followed by two paragraphs adapting these statements on farm 
relief to tbe ugar schedule. 

At your suggestion I arranged to see :Mr. Green. I called on him at 
bis office on May 4 and showed him a copy of this release sent to 
l\fembers of Congress by the Beet Sugar Association. After reading 1t 
Mr. Green said: 

" I had no tariff schedule in mind when I made those statements. 
I referred only to farm relief in general. You may say that I did not 
know that these statements were circulated in connection with the tariff 
on sugar until you called my attention to it." 

After some further conversation, I reduced M1·. Green's statement to 
writing in his p1·esencc and read it to him and received his permission to 
transmit it to you and other Congressmen who are interested in this 
matter. -

Very truly yours, 
GLADYS MOON JONES. 

THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT GREE!i 

Let me say further at this point that no man occupying the 
distinguished position of president of the American Federation 
of Labor would for one moment approve or countenance the 
Ja bor conditions in the beet fields of Colorado as disclosed by 
the Bureau of Labor experts and also by the Colorado Agri
cultural College. 

No one occupying the position of President William Green 
will be found excusing the employment of children from 6 to 
10 years of age, hundreds of whom are working in the beet 
fields every summer in the second Colorado distl'ict represented 
by chairman of the sugar schedule, Mr. TIMnEnLAKE. 

I have expected and hoped that a trumpet blast would come 
from the distinguished president of t.be American Federation 
of Labor denouncing such conditions and the attempt of the 
Great Western Sugar Co. to put over a 40 per cent increased 
tariff burden upon the millions of industrial sugar consumers 
of the country. He is a busy man and presumably bas not 
given much thought to the subject, but I challenge anyone, 
either within or without labor circles to find an example of 
labor conditions in this country that will parallel those dis
cloEecl by me in my remarks on l\Iexican and child labor placed 
in the REcOim of May 9. 

Child labor and the labor of helpless women in the beet fields 
<leriving a pittance, working from 10 to 12 hours a day as· 
shown by the e reports and living in hovels, sometimes 10 or 
more people in a single room, are conditions that call for 
denunciation from every labor leader in the country. 

I am ure that none of them will countenance such conditions, 
so sure in fact that I am willing to contribute money, propor
tionate to my limited income, toward relieving the awful con
ditions disclosed by these reports in a letter from ex-Congress
man Kindel attached and imilar communications, if any prom
inent labol' leader can be found to approve such conditions. 

The letter of our distinguished former colleague, l\Ir_ Kindel, 
whom many of us remember, elated 1\Iay 9 of last week, states 
that $116,000 wns paid in one year by grocer merchants for 
food doled out to indigents of Weld Count~·. Colo., one of the 
sugar-beet countie of the Great Western Co. investigated by 
the Lnbor Burenu agents. He speaks of a community chest 
that is helping aid these people. 

Again I offer to contribute as much as my friend from 
Louisiana [Mr. O'CoNNOR] or any other Member of the House 
in proportion to our financial abilities, toward aiding these 

people in Weld County, providing that a statement be had from I 
any of labor's leading champions that defends the sugar sched- · 
ule recommended by Chairman TIMBERLAKE and is now before : 
the House for consideration. , 

I have offered a resolution for a congressional investigation of 1 

Colorado labor conditions to ascertain if the Department of , 
Labor and Colorado Agricultural College have unconsciously 1 
mis tated conditions in their reports from which I quoted in 1 

my remarks of May 9. As these disgraceful conditions are 1 

charged to exist in the district of my distinguished friend, Sugar 
Chairman TIMBERLAKE, I ask his support of the resolution for • 
a congre~sional investigation. If not, may we hope for it in 
the Senate when this bill reaches that august body for con-
sideration. . 

Now I can not conclude without briefly discussing the abso
lute injustice of any sugar tariff schedule of 3 cents or of 
2.40 cents per pound for Cuba-not alone for Cuba but for our 
own GoYernment 

President Harding asked the Tariff Commission for a report 
on a just sugar duty for Cuba. This I understand was because 
Cuba furnishes practically all of our imported sugar. 

WHY NOT FOLLOW EXPERT T.AlllFF ADVICE? 

A sugar report made by a majority of the commission 
recommended a duty of 1.23 cents per pound. Two minority 
members of the Commission found for a duty of 1.85 cents, but 
under a decision of the Attorney General of the United States 
as to factors necessary to use in determination it is contended 
in an American (not Cuban) publication before me, prepared 
by tariff e~i}erts, that the 1.85-cent rate with such legal deduc
tion should have been 1.00 cents per pound, or less than tile 
rate found by the majority. 

'J'he Institute of Economics conducted an investigation that 
found a just duty in 1923 to be 1.25 to 1.50 cents per pound
practically the same re ult. This was ba ed on difference in 
cost of production and I am confident from child-labor condi
tions in Colorado and elsewhere that no material change exists 
because in all my experience in sugar fields in any of the 
islands I never saw little children at work in the fields. 

I ·ubmit then that a sugar tariff rate of 1.50 cents per pound 
with a 20 per cent preferential for Cuban sugar is all that 
ju:tly should be exacted from the American consuming public. 

WHO IS RESPO:NSIBLE FOR THE 3-CENT SUGAR RATE? 

How did the subcommittee agree on a 3-cent rate? I can 
not state what occurred in executive committee sessions, but 
I can state that I challenged and offered to furnish data to 
di ·pute and disprove the advice and statements of Doctor 
Bate , chemist, who seemed to be the sole advi er followed 
on the ·ugar schedule. No partisan attorney could have been 
more biased in my judgment. 

He certainly did what the Great Western Sugar Co. wanted. 
He was not and is not a tariff expert or connected with the 
Tariff Commission. He is a chemist and a willing one. Bates, 
the chemist, was before the Senate committee when the Mc
Cumber-Fordney bill was con ide red. When challenged by a 
reporter for his evident bias on the molasses and sugar schedule 
he is alleged to have said that his bureau needed appropriations 
and it was certain to secure liberal aid from Senators inter
ested in the sugar schedule rather than from others. That 
statement to me was far more specific, but I give the substance 
as to the man who aided the House sugar committee, of which 
1\fr. TIMBERLAKE is chairman. In every other case we followed 
the advice of tariff expert in fixing tariff rates. Bates was 
the chief adviser so far as I could learn when the sugar 
rate was agreed to by the divided committee. Who called him 
and why, when fixing tariff rates? It is almo t as interesting 
a circumstance as the reason why my friend Mr. TIMBERLAKE 
was chosen chairman of the sugar schedule. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man permit just one question? 

Mr. FREAR. AU right. I yield to my colleague from Wis
con in. 

l\Ir. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. The last tariff increase that the 
gentleman, Mr. CROWTHER, spoke about did not re ult in an 
increased cost of sugar to the consumer. Did it re nlt in an 
increased price to the farmer for his sugar beets? 

l\Ir. CROWTHER. It did bring him some relief, but not so 
much as he deserved. 

Mr. GARNER. So far as the gentleman from Wi. consin re
ferred to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TIMBERLAKE], he 
said he did not blame him, on account of his surrounciings. 

l\lr. FREAR. I have never done that; but I do not blame 
him at all to the extent he properly represents his con tituents. 
He must decide that for himself. 

Mr. GARNER. I want to ask the gentleman in that connec
tion whethe~ in the consideration of the tobacco schedule that 
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was the reason he did not increase the duty on tobacco for the 
tobacco growers in the States of Georgia and Florida-because 
the tobacco growers in his State did not want it done? 

Mr. FREAR. Not at all; that did not have anything to do 
with it. I did not have anything to do with the tobacco sched
ule but only voted on the general report. However, I·do know 
this: That when the question of Angora goats came up we voted 
unanimously to follow the leader on the Democratic side in its 
continued protection. [Laughter.] 

1\Ir. GARNER. But was the gentleman from Wisconsin in
fluenced by the same reasons and by the same motives that 
influenced the gentleman from Colorado when he declined to 
give a duty on tobacco-because his State did not want it? 

Mr. FREAR. Not in the slightest, because I went in on the 
committee so late that I did not know what was going on with 
reference to tobacco. 

Mr. GARNER. So the gentleman from Wisconsin is an ex
ception to all the Members here and is the only pure article? 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman from Texas will soon reach the 
same stage, I hope. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. Yes. 
Mr. PATTERSON. I wish the gentleman would put in the 

RECORD how many people are engaged in the labor of producing 
sugar in this country. 

Mr. FREAR. Well, it is mainly Mexican and child labor. I 
have given some data in my speech of April 20. 

THE REAL SUGAB ISSUE 

Before submitting several illuminating financial reports of 
sugar companies here and in the islands, including a long 
specific report of the Great Western Sugar Co. disdosing its 
enormous profits that do not synchronize with soft pedaling by 
my friend from Colorado, I wish to say that I have furnished 
specific official data regarding child-labor conditions in the 
gentleman's own district that have strongly challenged the 
attention and scorching reports from both Federal and State 
Government agencies. I have likewise furnished specific data 
showing great profits of his largest constituent, the greatest 
sugar producer on the continent. 

If he denies these, I am content to say he is certainly mistaken 
as to facts in his own district. By a maze of immaterial sugar 
data sounding familiarly like Bates in its irrelevant attacks on 
Cuba, the chairman of the sugar schedule has nearly covered up 
the real issue as to why he and Bates fixed a 3-cent rate and 
what its effect will be on the American consumer. 

If the investigation asked for in my resolution regarding 
child-labor conditions in Colorado is had either by the House 
or Senate, jointly or separately, it might also be ascertained why 
the Great Western Sugar Co., that manufactures one-half of 
all the beet sugar of the United States and makes 45 per cent 
profit on its common stock, now asks for 40 per cent increased 
tariff rates from Congress. 

If it is proper further to inquire, then I ask why the gentle
man from Colorado, chairman of the sugar schedule, in whose 
district are over half the sugar mills of the Great Western 
Sugar Co., why has he only asked 40 per cent increase in sugar 
rates for his chief constituent? This will add millions of dollars 
annually in profits to this one company in his district by. its 
raise in sugar price, but why not 50 per cent or 100 per cent 
increase? Who fixed that rate, and why? 

Seven-cent sugar, discussed by Bates, should double the profits 
of this one company that produces one-half of all our beet sugar 
and over one-half of its output from 13 mills in the district 
repr-esented by my distinguished friend from Colorado, chairman 
of the sugar schedule. In other words, one-quarter of all the 
beet sugar produced in all the 48 States comes from a single 
district of Colorado. 

THE HIGHEST SUGAR TARIFF EVER KNOWN 

By Chairman TrMBERL.AKE'S action, and that of Bates, who 
obtains .funds best from the sugar powers in Congress for his 

·bureau, the sugar tariff has been boosted higher than in all 
history, and the Great We-stern Sugar Co., that made 45 per cent 
on its common stock last year, will reap many additional mil
lions annually from the boost. The effect of the tariff raise on 
the weaker mills, due to a flood of island free imports against 
which they can not compete, will only be to shortly prolong 
the agony. It can not remedy their troubles. They need direct 
help and that is clearly due them if they are to exist. . 

Personally, I am ready to believe the entire chapter of vastly 
important sugar occurrences I have mentioned, and more that 
may follow, are mere coincidences. The sugar chairmanship 
from the second Colorado district ; over one-quarter of American 
sugar production from the second Colorado district ; the deplor
able child-labor conditions found by Federal and State officials 
in the beet fields of the second Colorado district; profits of 45 

per cent last year alone by the Great Western Co. with its 
greatest sugar production of one-quarter of the country's total 
coming from the second Colorado district ; Bates, the directing 
tariff chemist, who finds sugar in more ·ways than one useful 
in congressional contacts; an unprecedented high sugar rate 
adopted without tariff advice from the Tariff Commission that 
reported a far lower rate; a 40 per cent boost that will add mil
lions annually to the Great Western Sugar Co.'s profits. All 
these circumstances I am ready to believe accidental and abide 
by the result without protest, provided the sugar schedule so 
strangely recommended by Chairman TIMBERLAKE, of the second 
Colorado district, and adopted after· protest by a divided com
mittee vote is submitted to the House for its decision. 

Any other course under such surroundings will not alone in
vite close scrutiny from the Senate but serve to prejudice the 
country against misrepresentation iri a body that under the 
Constitution is suppoEed to be representative of the people. 

I am content with the action of the House whatever it may be. 
If due to other interests in the bill or for any reason the Hou. e 
ignores the facts it should at least have a voice in the decision. 

I am not willing to remain silent otherwise while 120,000,000 
people are being unjustly mulcted by this great Colorado sugar 
company that sweats the lifeblood from infants 6 to 10 years 
old in order again to sweat unpardonable profits from the public. 

HOW ARE THESE FOR PROFITS? 

The Great Western Sugar Co. that demands 40 per cent higher 
tariff rates bas made enormous profits under existing rates, ac
cording to a statement furni hed me at my request in order 
that the House might have the facts and not street opinions on 
the subject. 
PROFITS OF THE GREAT WESTERN SUGAR CO. THAT PRODUCES ONE-HALF 

OF OUR DOMESTIC SUGAR 

A study of the financial operations of the Great 'Vestern 
Sugar Co. reveals an amazing story of profits and dividends of 
a company protected by an unduly high tariff. 

When the company was organized in January, 1905, its au
thorized capital stock consisted of $30,000,000, composed of 
$15,000,000 7 per cent preferred stock and $15,000,000 common 
stock of a par value of $100 per share. 

Of the preferred stock $13,630,000. was sold at the time the 
company was formed in 1905 ; the balance, $1,370,000, was not 
sold until July, 1922. The company has never failed to pay 7 
per cent per annum regularly on the preferred stock since its 
initial dividend in 1905. 

No common stock was sold. · One hundred and five thousand 
four hundred and forty shares were issued as a bonus to pur
chasers of preferred stock at time of organization. In De
cember, 1916, the outstanding common stock was increased from 
105,440 shares to 150,000 shares by a stock dividend of 42 per 
cent. In October, 1922, the par value of the common stock was 
reduced from $100 to $25 per share, and the stock split up on 
the basis of four new shares for one of the old. In July, 1927, 
the $25 par value of the stock was changed to no par value 
stock and again split up on the basis of three shares for one. In 
other words, the original holder of one share (bonus) common 
stock would have 1-42/100 shares in December, 1916, 5-17/25 
shares in October, 1922, and 17 shares in July, 1927. At around 
to-day's price ($40 May 7, 1929) the market va,lue of these 17 
shares amounts to $680. 

·while the common-share holders were profiting by stock divi
dends and " split up," it must not be lost sight of that they were 
also the beneficiaries of huge dividends, as the following table 
shows: 
Di1;iden,ds paid per ·share on 105,1,.40 shares originally is8'Ued as 1Jotws to 

preferred-stock purchasers 
Dividends paid 

Fiscal year ending Feb. 28- per share, common 

i§i~================================================= $~:~& 1912---~--------------------------------------------- 5.00 
1913------------------------------------------------- 5.00 
1914~------------------------------------------------ 5. 00 
1915------------------------------------------------- 5. 00 
1916------------------------------------------------- 6.50 

i~i~================================================= s~:~~ 1919------------------------------------------------- 66. 86 
1920------------------------------------------------- 66.86 
1921------------------------------------------------- 66. 86 
1922------------------------------------------------- 8.53 
1923-------------------------------------------------~ 5.60 
1924------------------------------------------------- 2~.76 
1925------------------------------------------------- 45.53 

i~~~================================================= !g: g~ 1928------------------------------------------------- 46. 66 
1929------------------------------------------------- 47. 80 

I 

Total---------------------------------------------- 577. 10 
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The above dividends are exclusive of the 7 per cent that was 

paid regularly on the preferred stock. 
The total amount in dividends paid out by the company is 

tremendous when one considers that the actual cash investment 
in the company was only $15,000,000. The average cash invest
ment, though, is less-amounting to $14,000,000-as the com
pany originally tarted with $13,630,000, and it was not until 
July, 1922, when the additional $1,370,000 was invested by an 
additional sale of preferred stock. 
In the period of 24 years since the company was formed it 

has paid out on its preferred stock a regular annual 
dividend of 7 per cent, or a total oL ________________ $23, 521, 750 

In the same ppriod it bas paid out to the holders of its 
common stock (who received this stock as a bonus and 
paid nothing for it) dividends oL------------------- 60, 850, 660 

Or total dividends oL------------------------- 84, 372, 410 
The original 103,440 shares common stock, which were 

given as a bonus to preferred stockholders, have been 
converted into 1,800,000 shares by stock dividends and 
" split-ups." This new stock has a mat·ket value of $40 
per share (May 7, 1929), or a total value oL__________ 72,000, 000 

Making a total profit (on an investment of $15,-000,000) of _________________________________ 156,372,410 

Or approximately $1,042.48 for each $100 in1ested, equivalent 
to an average yearly return and appreciation of $43.43 for each 
$100 in1ested for the past 24 years, since the company was 
started. 

Parenthetically tated, child labor did not get any · of these 
dividends. 

The follo\ving table is illuminating as to the yearly dividends 
paid on the $15,000,000 investment: 

Fiscal year ending Feb. 28-
1906. --------------------------------------
1907------------------------------------- -'-
1908.- -------------------------------------
1909---------------------------------------

. 1910_--------------------------------------
1911_-- ------------------------------------
1912_ ---------- --------------~---------- --
1913_- -------------------------------------
1914_- -------------------------------------
1915_------ --------------------------------
1916_- -------------------------------------
1917- --------------------------------------
1918_-- ------------------------------------
1919---------------------------------------
1920_---- ----------------------------------
1921_-- ------------------------------------
1922_ --------------------------------------
1923---------------------------------------
1924_--- -------------------:---------------
1925---------------------------------------
1926_-- _._-- --------------------------------
1927---------------------------------------
1928_--- -----------------------------------
1929---------------------------------------

Total divi- Common Preferred 
dends paid dividends dividends 
during year 

$954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954, 100 

1, 085,900 
1, 481,300 
1, 481,300 
1, 481,300 
1, 481,300 
1, 481,300 
1, 639,460 
1, 741, 600 
8,154,100 
8, 004.,100 
8, 004,100 
8, 004,100 
1, 854,100 
1, 602,050 
3, 450,000 
5, 850,000 
5, 850, ()()() 
5, 850, ()()() 
5, 970,000 
6, 090, ()()() 

$131,800 
527,200 
527,200 
527,200 
527,200 
527,200 
685,360 
787,500 

7, 200,000 
7, 050,000 
7, 050,000 
1,050,000 

900,000 
600,000 

2, 400, ()()() 
4, 800, ()()() 
4, 800, ()()() 
4, 800, ()()() 
4, 920,000 
5, 040,000 

$954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954,100 
954, 1.00 
954,100 

1, 002,050 
1, 050, ()()() 
1, 050, ()()() 
1, 050, ()()() 
1, 050, ()()() 
1, 050, ()()() 
1, 050, ()()() 

TotaL __________________________________ 84,372,410 60,850,660 23,521,750 

It is of interest to note the tremendous ri e in dividends 
during the fiscal years starting March 1, 1917, and ending Feb
ruary 28, 1921. It can be easily recalled that 1917 and 1918 were 
the war years. It was in 1919 when the Government released its 
control of sugar, and from then on into 1920 the price started 
to soar upward to 25 cents a pound. Not only did the price 
of sugar climb but the dividends paid by the company became 
record-breaking. In the eYentful year of 1920 the Great Western 
Sugar Co. had a net income of around $11,500,000. This figure 
was exceeded in the fiscal year beginning March 1, 1917, which 
was the war year, when a net income of $12,335,000 was reported. 

When organized the Great Western Sugar Co. operated 6 beet
sugar factories with a slicing capacity of 5,600 tons of beets 
dnily. These mills were all in the State of Colorado. To-day, 
the company owns and controls 21 beet- ugar factories, with a 
licing capacity of 33,000 tons of beets daily. It not 'only oper· 

ate in Colorado but has expanded into Nebraska, where it oper-
. ate' ·ix mills, and in Montana and Wyoming, where it operates 
one factory each. From a small beginning in 1905 it now pro
duces about 50 per cent of the entire United States beet crop. 
Thls tremendous expansion was all paid out of earnings of the 
company. While this expansion was going on dividends were 
also being paid. The expansion program continues-a new fac· 
tory is being built at Wheatland, Co1o., which is expected to be 
ready for the next season. 

In the past 12 years the company has expanded from a pro
duction of around 5,000,000 bags of sugar to over 10,500,000 
bags, an increase of over 100 per cent, while the entire beet-sugar 
industry in the United States, for a similar period, has only 

expanded from a production of 15,300,000 bags of sugar to 21,-
600,000 bags, an increase of a little over 40 per cent. To-day, 
as stated, the company produces about 50 per cent of all the beet 
sugar produced in the United States, and all this expansion was 
paid out of earnings of the company without affecting its gen
erous di'l"idend policy. 

For the last 12 years, for which data is available, the Great 
We:;tern Sugar Co. produced 83,796,286 bags of sugar, 100 
pounds to the bag. During this same period the net income 
as rep01ied by the eompany was $76,405,590, or a profit per 
pound of 0.9118 cent. The dividends paid during this period 
were $68,682,550, equivalent to 0.8196 cent per pound of sugar 
manufactured. The average tariff on refined ugar, in effect 
during the past 12 years, was 1.5997 cents per pound. Should 
the average tariff on refined sugar have been reduced by 0.57 
cent per pound-this 0.57 cent is the reduction recommended by 
the United States Tariff Commi ·sion in its report to the Presi. 
dent-the net income of the company for the past 12 years 
would be reduced from $76,405,590 to $28,642,000, equivalent to 
184 per cent on the preferred stock for the 12-year period, or 
a little over 15 per eent per annum. Allowing for a regular 7 
per cent dividend on the preferred ::;tock for the 12 years
$12,600,000--there would still remain over $16,000,000 available 
for the common stock, which was given as a bonu to preferred 
stockholders, equivalent to 106% p::>r cent for the 12-year period, 
or an annual return of 8.89 per cent on the original $15,000,000 
common stock, which wa the bonus to preferreu shareholders. 

I have asked for this detailed statement becau .. e of repeated 
denials of profits, child labor, and other inter ting facts. I 
submit if this statement is correct, and I believe it to be so, then 
it gives a record of high financing in Colorado that is rarely 
equaled in this country. 

Does this company that has one-half of its great mills in 
Chairman TIMBERLAKE's district need a higher tariff to further 
increa-se its profits of 45 per cent last year? 

HERE IS A GRAPHIC STATEMEN'.r OF PROFITS A~D LOSSES 

Evidence of the prosperity, or lack of it, of the leading sugar 
companies in Cuba, south Porto Rico, Hawaii, and in the domes
tic beet fields is given in the accompanying table, which was 
prepared from available statistics. A ·imilar tndy of the 
Philippine companies was not made because of the unavailability 
of accurate information; neve1iheless, it is known that the 
Philippine companies have enjoyed large profits. 

In order to find a common ground of comparison, it was 
decided to take $1,000 worth of common stock, purchased Jan
uary 31, 1921, in each of the companies studied, and sold April 
19, 1929. The profits and losses accruing to the buyer are cal
culated by taking into consideration not only the snle value of 
the stock, but also the sale of rights and the cash dividends 
received. 

The table shows that purchasers of-
$3,000 worth of common stock purchased in 3 Cuban 

companies with an annual production of slightly less than 
1,000,000 tons lost over the 8-year period _______________ $1, 450. 35 

$10,000 worth of common stock purchased in the outh Porto 
Rican, Hawaiian, and domestic companies studied made a 
net profit over the 8-year period oL-------------------- 10, 485. 15 

It should be apparent from the table that the domestic beet, 
the Porto Rican and the Hawaiian companies, which are de
manding an increase in the tariff, have pro pered under the 
present tariff of 1.76 cents; while the Cuban companies have 
lost heavily as a result of this tariff. 

In the accompanying ta,ble-when the stock was not listed
the asked quotation was used on the date nearest to January 
31, 1921. 

Where no market quotation .was available for the sale of 
rights, the theoretical figure was used. 

When no sales figures were available the bid quotation of 
April 19, 1929, was used. 

Oomparison of common stocks of B!t{}01' companies . 

Annual Cash Stock Gain(+) 
Company produc- Cost Jan. Sale of divi- sale 

31, 1922 rights dends re- .Apr. 19, or 
tion ceived 1929 loss(-) 

Cuba Cane _____________ 511,329 $1,000. ()() $0.87 
""i406:78" $163.04 -$836.09 Cuban American. ______ 264, 521 1, 000.00 -------- 398.31 -194.91 

Punta Alegre·---- -·--·- 179,163 1,000. 00 -------- 215.05 365.60 -419.35 

==-=1 3,000.00 
------------

.87 621.83 926.95 -1,450.35 

South Porto Rico •••••. 11~6001'000.00 38.91 519.75 2, 091.36 +1,650. 00 Fajardo __________ ------ 42, 586 1, 000. 00 4. 41 1, 047.06 976. 47 +1. 027.94 
Central Aguirre Asso- r ciates ..... ........... 58,744 1, 000. 00 962.69 2,686. 57 +2.649. 26 

==-=13,000. ·00 43.30 2, 529.50 5, 7.54. 40 +5,327. 20 
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001nparison of common stocks of sttgar companies-Continued 

.Annual CaSh Stock Gain<+) 
produc- Cost Jan. Sale of divi- sale or Company 31, 1922 rights dends re- Apr.19, loss(-) tion ceived 1929 

------
Great Western _________ 469,520 $1,000.00 -------- $787.20 $1,800. ()() +$1,587.20 
Holly Sugar ____________ 82,080. 1, 000.00 -------- ---------- 438.20 -561.80 
American Beet Sugar __ 71,363 1, 000.00 $5.68 2'1:7.'1:7 363.64 -403.41 

---------- 3, 000.00 5. 68 1, 014.47 2, 601,84 +621. 99 

Ewa Plantation ________ 44,961 1, 000.00 -------- 1, 153.57 1, 857.14 +2.010. 71 
Hawaiian Commercial 

636.36 1, 250.00 +886.36 and Sugar ____________ 56,531 1, 000.00 ·-------Hawaiian Sugar 1. ______ 26,785 1, 000.00 -------- 783.33 1, 277.78 +1,061. 11 
---------------

---------- 3, 000.00 -------- 2, 573.26 4, 384.92 +3,958.18 

1 Farr & Co. says this company is capable of producing 26,785long tons annually. 

In all cases of production, long tons are used. · ' 
When the stock was not listed the asked quotation was used on the date nearest 

to Jan. 31, 1921. . 
Where no market quotation was available for sale of rights, the theoretical figure 

was used. · h '""d ta · When no figures for sale of stock on Apr.19, 1929, were available, t e 171 quo tion 
was used. 

ANOTHER COLORADO WITNESS 

A Colorado letter from a former. distinguished l\Iember of 
Cong:fess is received and I quote from that portion which relates 
to the sugar subject and to the employment of Mexicans in the 
sugar-beet fields by the Great Western Sugar Co. contractors 
in Colorado. 

Therein ex-Congressman Kindel states that $116,000 was paid 
by Weld County, the conspicuous child-labor county in l\Ir. 
TIMBERLAKE's district, for food supplies to indigents during the 
winter months. The letter is offered for what it contains. 

Hon. JAMES A. FREAR, 
Washington. D. 0. 

DE~VER, CoLo., May 9, 19i9. 

MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN FREAR; I note with interest your attitude in 
the matter of the sugar tarill', and on the whole I cordially approve 
it. • • • 

Now, as to sugar, the principal employees, doing the drudgery of the 
beet fields in Colorado, are Mexicans and other inferior foreign laborers 
who are lowering the stanrlarll of human values, are undertaken to be 
supplied by the "field man " of the Great Western Sugar Co., relative 
to whom an illuminating fact is that the community chest (Denver) 
cares, in part at least, for 8,000 Mexicans in winter and 3,000 in sum
mer in this city, which information I gleaned from the cha~;ity organi
zation since the receipt of your letter, and, furthermore, Weld County, 
which is our largest county in agricultural area, paid within one fiscal 
year (only a year or two ago) some $116,000 to grocer merchants for 
food supplies doled out by them to indigents during the winter months, 
according to a statement made by Mr. Charles Finch, a prominent 
farmer of Eaton, Colo., to my attorney here on his visit to the stock 
show last January. The indigents, he ~aid, were mainly Mexicans; and · 
I am writing for confirmation of the statement in its entirety (of which 
I do not doubt). 

I inclose current financial statement of the Great Western Sugar Co., 
which shows great opulence-in pai·t fostered by the community charity 
shown-and also a monster gorging in comparison to the farm com
munity hereabouts in general, in which connection I would state that 
vast areas of dry lands pay more annual taxes than same can be rented 
for, or otherwise made to yield. And I have definite information that 
a brother of Congressman G.ARl\"ER, of Texas, who resides in the south
ern part of this State, can confirm that statement of his own personal 
knowledge and experience. 

Under all the circumstances--<>f course, not pretended to be recited 
herein-it seems a shame, if not crime, to raise the duty on suga.r; 
and in this connection a quotation made by Senator Reed of Missouri 
in his last year of service seems appropriate : " Shall statesmen vaunt 
their shame and call it fame?" 

I glory in the fact that you continue to follow the maxim that " the 
greatest good to the greatest number is the supreme law." More power 
to you-and with the kindest personal regards and best wishes, I am, 

Cordially, 
GEORGE J. KINDEL. 

P. S.-.As I suppose you know, much data can be had relative to labor
ing conditions in the beet fields from the report of Thomas J. Miller, 
United States Department of Labor, and also from H. L. Kerwin, 
director of Divisio~ of Conciliation, United States Department of Labor. 

SUGAR WITNESSES FURNISHED BY MR. TIMBERLAKE 

The brief of the United States Beet Sugar Association, sub
mitted by Stephen H. Love,· president, and Harry Austin, sec
retary, filed with the Ways and Means Committee, contradicts 
the statement· that an increased sugar tariff will encourage 
greater production of sugar within continental United States. 

So disproportionate are the benefits of any protective tarill' which 
would place the .American farmer on the same basis as the oriental 
farmer of tropical islands, even 10,000 miles away, that the domestic 
producer can not long continue to meet this competition, though ade
quately protected against other foreign nations. (Brief, p. 3333, hear
ings before Ways and Means Committee.) 

Decline of agriculture and industry thereon dependent may easily 
occur within a tarill' wall designed for domestic production. 

For purposes of argument, it is obvious that a duty on foreign sugar 
might be fixed so high that the entire supply required by the United 
States might be produced in sources technically under the American flag 
trom the standpoint of possession. 

Under such conditions practically no sugar would be produced in 
continental United States, since it could be produced so much cheaper in 
the Philippines, and even in Hawaii or Porto Rico. 

Even more definitely is the testimony before the Ways and 
l\Ieans Committee (p. 3331) of Mr. W. D. Lippitt, vice president 
and general manager of the Great Western Sugar Co., who also 
represented the United States Beet Sugar Association at the 
hearings. 

Asked by Congressman TIMBERLAKE whether " it was impossi
ble to increase the production of sugar in this country to meet 
our demands, regardless of what tariff was imposed," l\Ir. 
Lippitt testified : 

I think that the increase in continental beet production would be 
relatively slow. I differ materially with many of the witnesses who · 
have testified to-day on that point. (These witnesses asserted conti
nental United States could, within a few years, produce all the sugar 
we consumed.) I doubt that any reasonable tarill' would permit us to 
expand the industry in any reasonable period of time to suppl our 
own requirements. I think, even under such an increase as has been 
suggested (2.40-cent tariff on Cuban raws) that our increase in pro
duction, our expansion in continental United States, would barely keep 
pace with the increase in consumption ; and unless the Philippine 
question of limitation is handled along with this and made a part of 
it I doubt if we can increase at all. 

There can be no question that Mr. Lippitt is right, that a 
2.40-cent rate will be useless to domestic beet growers because 
of free imports. A 10-cent rate would be equally valueless and 
only hasten the demise of our domestic beet industry. 

l'rUlXICAN LABOR 

An article by S. J. Holmes, of California, appears in the 
North " American Review for May, entitled "Perils of the 
Mexican Invasion," which is .too long to discuss carefully; but 
I call attention to one or two paragraphs that bear out the 
reports of the Department of Labor and also of the Colorado 
Agricultural College and letters that I have printed herewith: 

According to the reports of the Commissioner General of Immigration, 
the influx from Mexico previous to 1900 was insignificant in amount, 
never rising to 1,000 per annum and seldom exceeding 500. In 1908 
the recorded number suddenly shot up from 915 to 5,682. In the 
following year it became 15,591 and then increased by leaps and 
bounds, reaching its climax in 1924 · with a figure of 87,648. The 
numbers for 1925, 1926, and 1927 were 32,278, 42,638, and 66,766, 
respectively. * * * (p, 615). 

Cases of acute distress due to the wholesale discP.arge of American 
workers and· the employment of Mexicans at a lower wage are by no 
means rare. The commander of an American Legion post in a prom
inent town in Texas stated that he had "recently attempted to place 
some ex-service men in employment on the farms • • • " (p. 618) . 

The president of the Humanitarian Heart Mission writes on condi
tions in Denver, as follows : "The sugar-beet company employs the very 
poorest arid most ignorant Mexicans with large families ; brings them . 
to Denver, working them in the beet fields until snow flies. · These 
unfortunates then congregate in Denver with $15 or $20 to keep a large 
family and no possible means of support by labor through the winter 
season." A Mexican slum dishict is coming to be a common feature of 
our southwestern cities. In the so-called " bull pens " of San Antonio, 
according to G. P. Nelson, " you will find barefooted and ragged children, 
dirty men and women, living in the filth, mud, and dirt in the most , 
deplorable and dilapidated shacks. * * • (p. 619). 

A report of the California Commission on Immigration and Housing 
made to the governor in 1926 states, " The Mexicans as a general rule · 
become a public charge under slight provocation and have become a great 
burden to our communitiE-s. In Los Angeles the outdoor relief division 
states that 27.44 per cent of its cases are Mexicans. The bureau of 
Catholic charities reports that 53 per cent of its cases are Mexicans, 
who consume at least 50 per cent o:t' the budget" • * * (p. 620) . . 

Every. reputable publication that has reached my bauds is to 
the same effect. Again I repeat that no labor leader in this 
country familiar with conditions described in tbe beet fields of 
Colorado will be found to support this feature of the bill, that 
with Mexican and child labor produces one-half of all the beet
sugar output of the United States. 
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Any additional tariff will not help the beet grower but will be 

used largely to swell the profits of the Great Western Sugar Co. 
This situation is squarely presented to Congress and there can 

be no answer offered that will justify the tariff rate of 3 cents 
recommended by Chairman TIMBERLAKE. 

l\Ir. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield · five minutes to the 
gentleman fi·om l\Iaine [Mr. SNow]. 

Mr. SNOW. Mr. Chairman and Members of the House, I 
am a new 1\lember from Maine, and have been hearing from 
home. l\Iy .district is the largest agricultural district in the 
New England States and is completely up in arms. Aroostook 
County alone produces nearly one-tenth of the potatoes grown 
in the United States. 

The present tariff on potatoes is 50 cents per hundred pounds. 
An increase was asked. No change was made. I have been 
swamped with telegrams of protest for several days and they 
are still coming. I appear here not as a critic of the Ways 
and Means Committee but as a Member of this House appealing 
to every other Member of this House for help and assistance. 

The potato situation in Maine to-day is distressing and acute 
and I can best give you an idea of this condition by reading 
to you a few of the many telegrams received as they cover to 
an unusual degree all the various phases of the situation. 

I desire to read the following telegrams : 

Bon. Do~ALD F. Sxow, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

FORT FAIRFIELD, ME., May 10, 1929. 

Proposed tariff without increase of duty on potatoes means serious 
setback to American potato farmers who hoped for increase so that 
Canadian acreage would be reduced to where it was five years ago. Im
ports from Canada are right now so heavy as to weaken and make lower 
our potato market, which has been only netting half cost of production. 
Past eight months Canadian potatoes have been consigned to ou_r sea
board ports and placed on our markets regardless of price, and this 
competition is not possible for our growers to meet. Where is the 
protection pledged to American farmers by Republican platform? 
American potato farmers have nothing else to hope for in proposed 
farm-relief program except the help that increased tariff will give. 
They will always have their overproduction problems to solve without 
any imports from other countries. They and not the importers are 
entitled to favorable consideration. 

MAINE POTATO SHIPPERS & GROWERS (INC.), 
By A. B. WACHLIN, Secretary. 

VAN BUREN, ME., May 10, 1929. 

lion. DoNALD F. Sxow, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.: 

If the Maine farmer is to continue to exist, should have protection on 
his produce. Potatoes the largest most stable crop. Canadian com
petition, low tariff, driving men from farms. Adequate protective 
tariff absolutely necessary. 

A. E. HAMMOND. 

CABIBOU, ME., May 10, 1929. 

Congressman DONALD F. SNOW : 
United States potato growers have lost $200,000,000 this season. 

Eastern markets now flooded with foreign potatoes. We need increased 
tariff to stabilize market. 

J. C. BRIGGS, 
President Maine Potato Growers & Shipper8 Association. 

Hon. Do~ULD F. S~ow, 
WasMngton, D. a.: 

FORT FAIRFIELD, ME., May 10, 19Z!J. 

We need the protection pledged and promised to American farmers 
by Republican platform. Increase in potato tariff vitally necessary to 
protect potato industry from Canadian competition. 

GEO. S. SOLOMAN, 
CARIBOU, ME., May 10, 192!J. 

Congressman DONALD F. SNOW: 
Platform promised farm relief. We do not ask a subsidy but in-

creased tariff on potatoes. 
H. 0. SPENCER. 

PRESQUE ISLE, ME., May 10, 1929. 
Representative Do)!'. F. SNOW, 

H01tse Oflice Building: 
The only thing that will sav-e the farmers of Aroostook County is an 

increa ed tariff on potatoes. Potatoes selling at a loss all winter. May 1 
reached $2 per barrel. Canada flooded our market this morning, selling 
easy at $1.40 barrel, and unless Aroostook County farmers get some 
r elief they will be bankrupt. 

L. S. BEAN. 

VAN BUREN, ME., May 10, 1929. 
Hon. DONALD F. SNow, 

Ho1~se of Representatives: 
Imtportant tarjff on potatoes should pass ; being flooded with Canadian 

potatoes. · 
FLORENT A. SANFACO~. 

PRESQUE IsLE, ME., May 10, 1929. 
Do~ALD F. SNow, 

Member of aongress, Washington, D. 0.: · 
We need more protection on potatoes. Canada has flooded our mar

kets during the last two weeks and stopped our shipping. Our farmers 
in serious condition. Cost of production has more than doubled since 
any increase in tarHf on this commodity. Try and help us. 

DONALD F. S~OW, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

A. J. LIBBY. 

HoULTON, ME., May 10, 1929. 

Present market being ruined by Canadian importation potatoes, 
which clearly shows necessity for increased tariff in order that Maine 
farmers can. recover from their present deplorable financial condition. 
Patten farmers urge you do your utmost to secure such increase. Show 
this telegram to rest of Maine delegation. 

H. M. CUNNINGHAM. 

HOULTON, ME., May 10, 1929. 
DONALD F. SNOW, 

House of Representatives: 
Immediate increase duty only means saving Aroostook farmers f1·om 

bankruptcy. Please use your best efforts. 
ARTHUR 0. AND FRED L. PUTNAM. 

PRESQUE IsLE, ME., May 10, 1929. 
DONALD F. S~OW, 

Hottse of Rerwe.sentatives: 
Prince Edward Island intends to increase potato-plant acreage as 

result of no tariff provision. 
II. C. SANDS. 

FORT FAIRFIELD, ME., May 10, 1929. 
DONALD F. SNOW, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. a.: 
We, as potato growers, feel that under the Republican platform of 

1928 we should receive some help under tariff revision. Potatoes have 
sold at big loss several past years largely acrount of our Canadian ' 
neighbors. They are watching your movements at this time as regarding 
their 1929 plant. We therefore pray that something beneficial will come 
to us at this time. 

D. w. ILuNES. 

MABs HrLL, 1\IE., May 10, 19Z9. 

Representative DONALD F. s~ow: 
Aroostook County ran not compete with Canada under present tariff. 

COLBATH & A 'DERSON. 

BANGOR, ME., May 13, 1929. 

Congressman D. F. SNOW : 
We consider it most important and vital to Maine that increased 

duty on potatoes be provided in tariff revision. 
RicE & MILLEn Co. 

PRESQUE ISLE, ME., May 10, 1929. 

Ron. Do~ALD SNow, 
House of Representatives: 

Canadian potatoes flooding our markets. Do all possible bring about 
increased duty this commodity, 

F. T. KIERSTEAD. 

CARIBOU, ME., May 10, 1929. 

Congressman Do ... ALD F. SNOW : 
Your platform promised farm relief. Give us the duty we asked for 1 

on potatoes. 
E. w. Russ. 

CAnmou, ME., May 10, 1929. 
Congressman DONALD F. S~ow : 

Potato growers from 43 States ask tariff in crease, Chicago meeting. 
Can Republican Party afford to disregard their request? 

J. II. McDANIELS. 
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HouLTON, MJD., Ma11 10, 1929. 

Bon. DoNALD F. SNoW, 
House ot Representatives: 

More duty on white potatoes alrects farmers in 40 States. Feel 50 
per cent increase in duty badly needed. 

Ron. DoNALD F. SNOW, 

BALDWIN DOHERTY Co., 
Growers ana Shippers. 

MARS HILL, ME., May 8, 1929. 

House of Representatives, Waahi11gton, D. C.: 
DEAR SIR : The farmers of Maine are astonished to find that our main 

crop, white potatoes, are omitted from protection in the proposed new 
tariff revision. Over 70,000 inhabitants of Aroostook County alone are 
absolutely dependent upon the income from the potato crop for not only 
their prosperity, but also their actual bare living. This living is con
tinually jeopardized by heavy annual plantings of potatoes in the mari
time pro-vinces of Canada, largely intended for disposal in New England 
markets. Each year they interfere with the orderly marketing of the 
Maine crop. No better illustration of the damage done to potato grow
ers can be cited than that existing at present. The farmers of United 
States raised last year a very large crop of potatoes and ccmsequently 
have been forced to sell them during the past 12 months to consumers 
at prices netting farmers only from one-tenth to one-half of the cost of 
production. Due to a light acreage of new potatoes planted this 
spring, the present demand for old potatoes has been greater than 
expected, and consequently, for the first time in a year, potato prices 
have advanced to a point where they netted farmers the cost of pro
duction. What happened? Immediately Canada began loading heavily 
and selling to our New England markets at lower prices. The result Is 
that, in the four days of April 30, May 1, 2, and 3, over 7,000,000 
pounds of Canadian potatoes have been dumped into our New England 
markets with consequence of glutted markets, lower prices, and the 
demand for fresh shipments of Maine potatoes has practically stopped 
at present. It is urgent that you turn your efforts to seeking imme
diate relief from this condition, as a real emergency exists. 

JOHN J. EDMUNDS. WALTER HANSEN, 

A. B. CLEMENT. HIRAM ADELMAN, 

M. A. WHITTEN. 

E. L. MORBlS. 

HoVEY & ~o. 
A. 0. NUTTEB. 

HARRY YORK. 

FRED c. HANSON. 

WILLIAM B. BROWN, 

E. A. WELCH. 

ERNEST J. SMITH. 

GROVER L. JOHNSC'N. 

PERLEY EJ. ACKERSON. 

WILLIAM GRASS, 

L. M. BEEM. 

L. V. KEE~AN. 
0. J. COLBATH. 

CHAS. A. GALLUPE. 

GuYBHOWN. 
THOMAS R .. YORK. 

FRED CLIFF. 

VAUGHN BUBAR. 

YORK & FENDERSON. 

Tbe CHAIRMAN. Tbe time of the gentleman from Maine 
bas expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman one 
additional minute. · 

Mr. GARNER. Will tbe gentleman yield? 
Mr. SNOW. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Maine should have bad 

a different subcommittee. If he had had the gentleman from 
Washington on his subcommittee, be would have gotten an in
crease on potatoes, because they give the manufactured article 
of potato starch an increase of 33% per cent, but they neglect 
the farmer. However, whenever the manufacturer is inter· 
ested they always give bim an increase. 

Mr. SNOW. Mr. Chairman, tbe chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, Mr. HAwLEY, kindly yielded me an additional 
minute and the Democratic floor leader, Mr. GARNER, has just 
spoken a minute; is that to be taken out of my time? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. I will yield the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 

SNow] one minute. · 
Mr. SNOW. The kindness of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 

GARNER] is appreciated by me. I am very proud to be a Re
publican Member of this House of Representatives, pride myself 
upon being a regular Republican, and will be actually sick if 
I am in any way forced to break a way from the Republican 
organization. The Republican leadership of this House is very 
strong under such leaders as Representatives LoNGWORTH, TIL
soN, and SNELL, and there is no Republican Member of this 
House more anxious to follow their leadership than am I. 

However, facts are facts. The present tariff on potatoes is 
such that the potato market in the Eastern States to-day is 
being absolutely ruined by the importation of Canadian potu· 
toes. The tariff on potatoes is too low and should be raised. 
Thi special session of Congress was called by President Hoover 
for the avowed purpose of affording relief to the farmers of the 

United States. The potato farmers of my district are getting no 
relief; they are actually on the verge of bankruptcy, and are 
entitled to as much relief as any farmers in the country to-day. 

These protest telegrams have been sent me by farmers, bank
ers, merchants, officers of the grange, and directors of various 
agricultural associations, in fact by the solid, substantial, lead
ing people of my district-95 per cent of them being Repub
licans who have voted the Republican ticket all of their lives. 
They protest, and their protest is absolutely justified. If an 
incre~sed tariff on potatoes is not justified right now, then I ' 
submit that there is not one single product of the field or fac· 
tory which deserves the benefit of a protective tariff to-day. 

Sb.ingles, bricks, cement, and glass have been very carefully 
pronded for. What has this to do with farm relief? Before 
taking care of these products why not, in order to carry out 
the purpose for which this special session was especially called, 
first protect by adequate tariff rates all of the farmers in all of 
the sections of the country. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. PATTERSON]. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of 
tbe committee, I do not find myself in position to threaten a 
bolt like some of the gentlemen who have spoken, but I want to 
speak to you gentlemen for a few minutes, and I recognize the 
fact that I have to speak mostly to the Republican side of the 
House. 

I am interested in a · great national product which I believe 
and which the statistics show, needs protection. 

~rapbite is one of the mo t important mineral products in the 
Umted States. It is especially important in times of great 
national crises when we have wars and so on. 

.we found ourselves at the beginning of the World War faced 
~VItb a. great hand.icap in trying to provide graphite for our 
mdustr1es. Graphite was used at that time mostly in the 
manufacture of steel crucibles. Our graphite industry is widely 
scattered 01'er the different sections of the United States and 
reaches from New York on the northeast to California and 
from Montana to Alabama, through the central part of the 
country: About 15 States contain rich graphite deposits. 

The rndustry developed quite rapidly in the United States 
during the World War when we could not import graphite from 
Ceylon and Madagascar, but as soou as the war closed. when 
the w?rl~ markets were opened, t~ese countries began to pour 
graphite mto our ports and the prtce of graphite came down at 
once. This resulted in closing down many of our graphite 
mines. 

"'e .are having imported to-day about 80 per cent of the con
sumptiOn, ~berea. t~e figures of the Amelican 1\Iining Congress 
and other mves~gatwns show that we ought to be producing 
out of our own mmes about 80 per cent and have just an inverse 
propor?on to what we have now ; in other words, we should be 
llllportmg about 20 per cent and producing about 80 per cent. 

I want to read you a few things I have here that I think will 
be interesting. 

In 1922 we sought relief from Congress by asking a tariff of 
6 cents per pound on graphite and we secured a tariff of 1% 
cents, which is inadequate and does not protect us. This wa; 
on flake graphite. In order to have the industry protected we 
would need 5 cents per pound. We would like to have this 
increase, but instead of that we find in the bill, which has just 
been reported, that it is reduced from 1% cents per pound on 
crystallme flake, to 1:14 cents per pound. 

No man who has appeared on the floor to discuss the different 
schedules bas explained why this reduction bas been made. 
They have not even discussed paragraph 213. I asked the dis
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania in regard to it the 
other day, and he said, " I am in sympathy with you· I think 
the industry ought to be protected." ' 

I will not have time to go into ·a discussion of all thE! matters 
involved, but I want to refer to the recent hearings before the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

The Dixon Crucible Co. stated that if an increase in the 
duty on graph~te was granted the producer it would necessitate 
the crucible manufacturers raising the price to the consumer. 
We claim that the crucible manufacturer is already protected 
with a high tariff so that he can easily absorb the small in
crease that the producer is asldng. Mr. Schermerhorn who 
represented this company, appeared before the Ways and B1eans 
Committee, and I want to show you what he stated in reply to 
some questions, and then I want to show you what the facts 
really are, according to the statistics, so that you may see 
whether be was trying to dodge the issue or whether he came 
out frankly and answered the questions. 

Mr. GARNER said: 
Has your business been profitable in the last 12 or 15 years? 
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Now, listen. Here is what 1\Ir. Schermerhorn replied: 
I would say that it has been profitable to the extent that in the last 

15 years we have earned about 6 per cent on our total invested capital. 
This is what he answered. He would not make a direct an

swer, but stated that in the last 15 years he would say it has 
been profitable and that they had earned about 6 per cent on 
their invested capital. Let us see what the financial statistics 
show, and I hope you gentlemen who are interested will listen 
to this: 

In 1914, quoting from Moody's Industrial Statistics compiled 
in 1928, they paid 110 per cent dividends-this was 15 years 
ago-in 1915, 15 per cent; in 1916, 50 per cent; in 1917, 100 
per cent; in 1918 and in 1919, 50 per cent; in 1920, 17th per 
cent. cash and 150 per cent stock dividends. They increased 
their capitalization from $2,000,000 to $5,000,000, and since that 
time on their entire capitalization of $5,000,000, they have paid 
on the average 8 per cent and some years b.ave paid as much 
as 15 per cent, and in addition to this they hav~ put about 
$3,000,000 in the unappropriated surplu . 

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PATTERSON. Yes. 
Mr. CRISP. If you were granted ample protection and this 

graphite was kept out of importation, have you ~ sufficient 
supply in your mines to meet the needs of our industries for 
many years? 

Mr. PATl'ERSON. Yes. No one wouJd dispute that the 
mines of the United States could supply the industries of this 
country for years to come. 

There is one other point they have used against us to keep 
our graphite from getting a tariff and that is that our graphite 
is not suitable for making crucibles and other uses. 

It would be of no use for me to tell you what I might have 
to say about it, so let me give you what the United States 
Bureau of l\lines has to say about this. 

The report from the Department of the Interior November, 
1923, when they tested out the different products they took 
products from several different States in the United States from 
Madagascar, Canada, and Ceylon, and here is the result. 

The average number of heats for some of the American prod- · 
ucts was 13.1 on an average, the highest number of any product 
in the world. Madagascar was second. Ceylon third. Canada, 
which is said to produce a very high grade, had the lowest of 
any; it was 5.8 on an average. Not only did the product from 
the United States stand more heat but a higher temperature of 
heat. 

Now I want to be consistent. I do not ask this as a local pro
tection although I happen to be interested, because some of it 
is in ~Y district. I do not own a dollar's worth of graphite 
land in the world. I would not be advocating it because there 
happens to be some located in my district. I do not appeal to 
you as a local matter-it is a national question. It is vital and 
important to have that industry in time of war. In a g1·eat na
tional crisis it would be of vital interest to have a supply of 
graphite for our country. 

I ~nt to give you some consolidated figures that will be of 
interest. These people who are opposing the tariff on the raw 
product are protected in every item so far as I can find-in every 
item made of graphite. In one place all the items go in a 
basket clause giving 45 per cent ad valorem on the different 
products manufactured. 

We are a king for a small protection in order that our mines 
may operate in the United States and build up the industry 
here. 

The crucible people say that they own mines ln the South 
that are not working. I think I can tell you why they are not 
working. It is because other mines in the United States are 
not working, becau~e they can import the graphite from foreign 
countries· cheaper. · 

:Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PATTERSON. I yield. 
1\Ir. ARE:L\TZ. I think the gentleman mll admit that the 

mining industry does not follow industries elsewnere, and that 
men of 45 and GO years of age are employed. It has got to a 
point where the industry generally wants young men. \Vhile in 
the mining industry, the older men are, the more careful they 
are, and they want them. So if he can enhance the condition of 
be mines we will be taking care of men who will not be employed 
in other inc1ush·ies. 

1\!r. PATTERSON. I thank the gentleman for his suggestion. 
Now, in these localities where these mines are the people are 
in dire circumstances because the land is so poor that it is not 
good farming land, and if the mines had a little protection they 
would start up and give employment to this labor. And as the 
gentleman from Nevada says, they will hire men of th~t age 

that other industries will not hire and it will give double 
benefit. 

1\fr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PATTERSON. I yield. 
Mr. TILSON. I know the gentleman is much in earnest 

for the protection he seeks. If we should grant that relief, 
will the gentleman vote for the bill? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I thank the gentleman from Connecticut 
for the question. I do not think the gentleman would expect 
me to agree to support a bill simply because I was interested 
in one item until I saw what the bill was in it· final make-up. 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman has seen the bill and admits 
that it gives relief to others. Will the gentleman support the 
bill if we take care of his request? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I never posed as a free trader and I do 
not believe my party is a free-trade party. But I must sny 
to the distinguished gentleman from Connecticut that I could 
not nor would not bind myself to support a bill when I do 
not know what it will contain when it is pre, en ted to the 
House for its final passage, even though I had a promise that 
as important an item as graphite would be adequately protected, 
and, of course, too, no one has made any such promise us 
that. 

1\Ir. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Before deciding whether the 
gentleman will support the bill, he would have to ee the bill 
in the form in which it would come before the House for a 
vote. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I certainly would have to see that; yes. 
1\!r. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. And does that express the 

attitude of the gentleman from Wiscon in also toward the bill? 
Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. It certainly does. 
Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. In other words, the gentleman 

does not know whether he will support this bill or not until it 
comes out of the Republican conference? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, I hope the Committee on 
Ways and Means, when they meet in their conference, will con
sider giving us an adequate tariff, or something approaching an 
adequate tariff, on graphite, so that we may be able to open the 
industry again in this country. I do not think there is any indus
try that you could give protection to where there is more between 
that protection and the consumer to take up the slack and not put 
the burden on the consumer. I recognize that the consumer has 
to be considered. I was talking to a graphite man a few days 
ago who said that the raw product costs from 2 to 8 cents a 
pound, and when you have to pay the manufacturer to buy the 
manufactured product you have to pay as high as 85 cents a 
pound. I hope the committee will give us a reasonable tariff 
so that we may be able to open up our mines and develop this 
great industry in our country. 

I would like to tell you a story of what happened in the 
graphite fields during the war. This tells the story of the class 
of labor in whose interest I appeal to you. Some gentleman was 
speaking for the Red Cross during one of the Red Cross drives. 
He went to the graphite mines in Alabama and asked the men 
each to give a day's wage to the Red Cross. Of course, the men 
just hollered and all agreed to do that. When the man finished 
and was walking out he saw a one-legged man who was stand
ing there on his crutch. He did not e¥en have an artificial leg. 
He was working in the mine. This man said to him, "Cap, I 
liked your speech, and I want to give you $5 for the Red Cross 
to be sent to the boys over yonder." The man replied, " Why, 
you don't earn $5 a day, do you?" "No," replied the man, 
"I earn $2.50 a day, but I want to give you $5 to carry to tbe 
boys over yonder." 

That is an evidence of the patriotism and the spirit of the 
working men in the graphite fields of our country, and they are 
the men in whose interest I appeal to you. 

Mr. GARNER. 1\lr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PATTERSO)T. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. I suppose the gentleman knows that the 

crucible steel people were given an increase all along the line? 
Mr. PATTERSON. Yes. 
1\Ir. GARl\'ER. But they left your graphite where it is. It 

was a raw material. Of com·~e the manufacturer got his, but 
the raw material people did not get theirs in this bill. 

Mr. PATTERSON, I hope that we will get it before we are 
through. 

Mr. 1\IIOHENER. What rate does the gentleman suggest? 
Mr. PATTERSON. I hope that this committee will give us 

not less than 3 cents. We ought to have 5 cents, but if wo 
get 3 cents it would help out. 

:M:r. MIOHEl\TER. Do you want enough to prevent competi
tion? 

Mr. PATTERSON. No. We want enough to put it on a 
parity with the industry of the other countries whose daily 
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wage amounts to 38 and 4..0 cents in many instances or even less. 
It is not our desire to cut out competition, but we want only an 
opportunity to compete, which is impossible nowr I want now 
to give you my synopsis of 10 reasons why American graphite 
should be adequately protected: 

First. Graphite is a war necessity and the United States 
should be independent of all foreign countries with regard to all 
war minerals. 

Second. In case of trouble the country can be much better 
served by a going concern than it was in the early stages of the 
\Vorld War while mine were being opened up, machinery bought 
and assembled, plants built, and so forth. 

Third. An equal opportunity to the American market belongs 
to Americans by right. Their energy and brains made it. The 
foreigner comes into our market by privilege, and we are not 
asking here that he be excluded, but that we may be able to 
compete with him. 

Fourth. It has been clearly demonstrated, and the proofs are 
in the record, that American flake graphite is · equal in every 
respect to any foreign graphite for any purpose and supe1ior 
for most purposes. 

Fifth. If adequate protection is granted to the American 
graphite industry the price of graphite products to the con
sumer can and will be reduced. In fact, better products will 
be made and sold to the consumer for less than he is now paying 
for inferior products. 

Sixth. Adequate protection to the graphite industry will mean 
increased activity in various other lines of business, the em
ployment of thousands of additional workmen, and add gen
erally to the prosperity of the country. 

Seventh. Graphite is the most important member of the car
bon family and an ab olute nece:::sity in everyday peace times, 
to say nothing of its vital necessity in time of war. 

Eighth. New and important uses for graphite will be devel
oped, all helping to maintain the American position of leader
ship in the industrial world. 

Ninth. Foreign countries are protected against us in the 
matter of graphite. 

Tenth. All grades of graphite should be put upon a specific 
rate basis in order to check foreign shipments at our custom
houses. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has expired. 

1\fr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose ; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. SNELL, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 2667) to 
readjust the tariff and had come to no resolution thereon. -

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

l\1r. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Enrolled Bills, reported that that committee did, on this day, 
present to the President, for his approval, a joint resolution of 
the House of the following title : 

H. J. Res. 59. Joint resolution to extend the provisions of 
Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth Congress, approved Feb
ruary 25, 1929. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. IIA WLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 
42 minutes p. rn.) the House adjourned until to-morrmv, 
Tuesday, l\Iay 14, 1929, at 12 o'clock, noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
16. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting report 

from the Chief of Engineers on preliminary examination and 
survey of Three Mile Harbor and Gardiners Bay, N. Y.; to the 
Committee on River and Harbors. 

17. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting report 
from the Chief of Engineers on preliminary examination of 
Oconto Harbor, Wis.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

. PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By 1\Ir. JAMES (by ·request of the War Department) : A bill 
(ll. R. 2S94) to authorize appropriations for payment of serv
ices and expenses for apprehension of deserters, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 
2895) to authorize the sale of surplus War Department real 
property at Jeffersonville, Ind.; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 
2806) to authorize aides to the Chief of Staff of the Army ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 
2897) to provide further for the national security and defense; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. l\IEAD: A bill (H. R. 2898) to provide a shorter 
work day on Saturday for postal employees, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the PoBt Office and Po.st Roads. 

By Mr. DRIVER: A bill (H. R. 2899) to amend the act ap- . 
proved May 15, 1928, entitled "An act for the control of floods 
on the Mississippi River and its tributaries, and for other pur
poses " ; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT: A bill (II. R. 2900) to prohibit the 
training of any person after his twenty-fourth birthday in the 
citizens' military training camps; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 2901) providing for 
the purchase by the United States of the segregated coal and 
asphalt deposits in Oklahoma from the Choctaw and Chickasaw 
Tiibes of Indians; to the Committee oii Indian Affairs. . 

By Mr. CLARKE of New York: A bill (H. R. 2902) to author
ize the sale of the Government property acquired for post-office 
site in Binghamton, N. Y.; to the Committee on Public Build
ings and Grounds. 

By Mr." GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 2903) to provide for the 
appointment of two additional justices of the Su1)reme Court 
of the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Al. o, a bill (H. R. 2004) to provide for the appointment of 
two additional justices of the Court of Appeals of the District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MEAD: Joint resolution (H. J. Re . 72) to provide 
for the preparation, printing, and distribution of pamphlets 
containing the history of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski, Revo
lutionary War hero, on occasion of the one hundred and fiftieth 
anniversary of the death of B1ig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski on 
October 11, W29, with certain biographical sketches and ex- · 
planatory matter; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. BECK: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 73) to amend 
the act entitled "An act to incorporate the American Hospital 
of Paris," approved January 30, 1913; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. -

By Mr. ELLIOTT: Resolution (H. Res. 44) to print the 
addresses delivered in the audit01ium of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce Building at a meeting held in Wash
ington, D. C., on April 25 and 26, 1929, for the purpose of 
discussing the development of the National Capital; to the 
Committee on Printing. 

1\IEM:ORIALS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and 

referred as follows : 
Memorial of the Legislature of the Territory of ·Hawaii, 

urging Congress of the United States to so amend the provi
sions of section 83 of the organic act that the Legislature of 
the Territory of Hawaii may enact a law permitting women to 
serve on juries; to the Committee on the Territories. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By 1\Ir. BAIRD: A bill (H. R. 2905) granting an increase of 

pension to Cora Spencer ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. BORN: A bill (H. R. 2906) providiug for a prelimi

nary examination and survey of the harbor at St. Ignace, 
Mackinac County, Mich. ; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Har~rs. 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 2907) granting an increase of 
pension to Laura Mitchell; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2908) granting an increase of pension to 
.Mary Vicks ; to the Committee on Invalid Pension . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2D09) granting a pension to Jessie Hoyt; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

By Mr. CRADDOCK: A bill (H. R. 2910) granting a pension 
to Florence Robbins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 2911) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Matthis ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. EATON of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 2912) grantiag a. 
pension to Jennie Cousins ; to the Committee ou Invalid Pen
sions. 
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By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 2913) granting a pension to 

Christian Gansert, alias Christian Ganshirt, alias Christian 
Gausert, alias Christian Gunshirt; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FISH: A bill (H. R. 2914) granting a pension to 
Charles Lomax; to t11e Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2915) granting an increase of pension to 
Hannah Mosher; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOGG: A bill (H. R. 2916) for the relief of Martin 
L. Grose; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\1r. JOHNSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 2917) granting 
a pension to Flora A. Boker ; to the Committee on Pensions. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2918) granting a pension to John A. Wm· 
ders; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2919) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah E. Thomas ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2920) granting an increase of pension to 
Orlena Wildman ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. JOHNSTON of l\.Iissouri: A bill (H. R. 2921) grant
ing a pension to Albert ·ware; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LEHLBACH: A bill (H. R. 2922) for the relief of 
the High Clothin~ Co. (Inc.) ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\'Ir. MILLIGAN: A bill (H. R. 2923) granting a pension 
to Martha E. Lancaster; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\1r. O'CONNOR of Louisiana: A bill (H. R.. 2924) 
granting a pension to Claudia V. Hester; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PALMER: A bill (H. R. 2925) granting a pension to 
Sophia Deke ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

AI ~o, a bill (H. R. 2926) granting a pension to Peter Thorton 
Wolford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROWBOTTOM: A bill (H. R. 2927) granting an 
increase of pension to Emma Phillips ; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2928) granting an increase of pension to 
Olive Marvel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHORT of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 2929) granting a 
pension to Nora l\I. Woodson ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SHREVE: A bill (H. R. 2930) granting an increase 
of pension to Sarah J. Dye; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2931) granting an increase of pension to 
Fannie E. Lord ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2932) granting a pension to Benjamin F. 
Moorehouse ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 2933) for the relief 
of William H. Peer; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 2934.) granting a pension to 
Constance M. Merrick ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 2935) 
granting an increase of pension to Nellie Crawford; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOODRUFF: A bill (H. R. 2936) to provide for 
the survey of the Tittabawassee and Chippewa Rivers, Mich., 
with a view to the prevention and control of floods; to the 
Committee on Flood Control. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and pape-rs were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
388. Petition of the Theatrical Stage Employees Local 16, of 

. San Francisco, Calif., memorializing . Congress of the United 
States for a reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on 
earned incomes; to the Committee on Ways and 1\leans. 

389. By Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma: Petition of Roy V. Hoff
man Camp, No.8, United Spanish War Veterans, department of 
Oklahoma, urging support of the legislation proposed in Senate 
bill 476 of the Seventieth Congress; to the Committej on 
Pensions. 

390. Also, petition of the Wheeler, Osgood Co., Tacoma, 
Wash., in support of tariff on logs; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

391. Also, petition of Junior Owens, secretary of American 
Bottlers of Carbonated Beverages, in opposition to tariff on 
sugar; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

392. Also, petition of Great Northern Chair Co., of Chicago, 
Ill., in support of tariff on bent-wood chairs imported from Po
land and Czechoslovakia ; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3!>3. Also, petition of A. W. Coope-r, Portland, Oreg., in oppo
si\jon to tariff on lumber; to the Committee on Ways and 
Mt~ans. 

394. By Mr. GRIEST: Petition of Eby Shoe Co., Lititz, Pa., 
protesting against placing shoes on free list; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

395. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of Foreign Service Camp, No. 
87, United Spanish War Veterans, Department of New York, 
urging an increase of pensions for Spanish War veterans; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

396. Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of the Tona· 
wandas, urging a duty on dressed lumber imported from Can
ada; to the Committee on Wars and Means. 

397. Also, petition of Meneely & Co. (Inc.), Watervliet, N.Y., 
protesting any discrimination against United States bell found· 
ers; to the Committee on ·Ways and Means. 

398. By Mr. MANLOVE: Petition of Sarah J. Francis, Mary 
T. Ream, William T. Phillips, and others, petitioning Congress 
to pass more liberal pension legislation; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

399. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the 
National Association United States Customs Inspectors, Rouses 
Point Local, Rouses Point, N. Y., favoring the elimination of 
paragraph (b) from section 451, so that the section will remain 
the same as in the tariff act of 1922; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, May 14, 19fB 

(Legislative day of Tu.esday, May 7, 1929) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

:Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
'l'he Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Gillett McMaster 
Ashurst Glass McNary 
Barkley Glenn Metcalf 
Black Goff 1\Ioses 
Blaine Goldsborough Norbeck 
Blease Gould Norris 
Borah Greene Nye 
Brookhart Hale Oddie 
Broussard Harris Overman 
Burton Harrison Patterson 
Cappet· Hastings Phipps 
Caraway Hatfield Pine 
Connally Hawes Pittman 
Couzens Hayden Ransdell 
Cutting Hebert Reed 
Dale Heflin Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Howell Robinson, Ind. 
Dill Johnson Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 
ll'letcher King Shortridge 
Frazier La Follette Simmons 
George .McKellar Smith 

Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer · 
Stephens 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

l\Ir. DILL. I desire to announce that my colleague the senior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. JoNES] is absent on account of 
illness. I will let this announcement stand for the day. 

Mr. WAGNER. I wish to announce that my colleague the 
senior ·Senator from New York [l\Ir. CoPELAND] is necessarily 
absent for the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present 

PETITIONS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter in the 

nature of a petition signed by Minnie Screechfield, national rep
resentative, Daytonia Council, No. 8, Daughters of America, of 
Dayton, Ohio, praying for the retention of the national-origins 
clause in the immigration law, which was referred to the Com
mittee on Immigration. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution indorsed by 
Local Union No. 16, Theatrical Stage Employees, of San Fran
cisco, Calif., favoring a reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal 
tax on earned incomes, which was referr~d to the Committee 
on Finance. 

GliJORGFJ A. PARKS, GOVERNOR OF ALASKA 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before tbe Senate the following 
resolution of the House of Representatives of the Territory of 
Alaska, which Wa$ referred to the Committee on Territories and 
Insular Possessions : 

House Resolution 2 (by Messrs. Foster and Lomen) 

IN ~'HE !IOUSE, 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE TER.RITOllY OF ALASKA, 

NINTH SESSION. 

Be it t·esolt;ed- by the Hottse of Rep1'esentatives of the Alaska 'l'er
-r~torial Legislature in ninth regular session assembled, That we com-
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